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Preface

This report documents the results of a project entitled “Building Part-
ner Capacity for Stability, Security, Transition and Reconstruction
Operations.” The purpose of the project was to assist the U.S. Army
and other U.S. government agencies in their efforts to develop a well-
defined and integrated BPC for stability operations strategy based on
empirical analysis.

The research reported here was sponsored by the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3, Headquarters, Department of the Army.
The research was conducted in RAND Arroyo Center’s Strategy, Doc-
trine, and Resources Program. RAND Arroyo Center, part of the
RAND Corporation, is a federally funded research and development
center sponsored by the U.S. Army. The report includes information
that was available to the authors as of mid-2007. Consequently, the
study does not include more recent Office of Secretary of Defense
(OSD) and Joint Staff guidance on building partner capacity for stabil-
ity operations and how that affects the Army.

This report should be of interest to those concerned with the
impact of security cooperation programs designed to build the capac-
ity of partner nations to conduct stability operations in a coalition or
indigenous context.

Jefferson Marquis and Jennifer Moroney are the lead authors. To
contact them for comments or further information: Jefferson Marquis
(telephone 310-393-0411, extension 6123, Jefferson_Marquis@rand.
org); Jennifer Moroney (telephone 703-413-1100, extension 5940,
Jennifer_Moroney@rand.org).
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The Project Unique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project
that produced this document is DAMOC07199.

For more information on RAND Arroyo Center, contact the
Director of Operations (telephone 310-393-0411, extension 6419; fax
310-451-6952; email Marcy_Agmon@rand.org), or visit Arroyo’s web
site at http://www.rand.org/ard/.
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Summary

Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates has defined the war on terror as
“a prolonged, worldwide irregular campaign—a struggle between the
forces of violent extremism and those of moderation.” According to
Gates, in order to effectively carry out such a campaign, the military
must learn two hard lessons from the wars it has conducted in Afghan-
istan and Iraq since the fall of 2001.

First, “over the long term, the United States cannot kill or capture
its way to victory.”" In other words, “soft power’—including diplo-
macy, strategic communications, foreign assistance, civic action, and
economic reconstruction—is at least as important as, if not more than,
“hard power” in creating the conditions for the eventual defeat of vio-
lent extremism throughout the world.? To better meet this challenge,
Gates has called for an increase in the capacity of civilian national secu-
rity agencies—in particular, the U.S. Department of State (DOS) and
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)—so they
can take the lead in exercising soft power in unstable parts of the globe.
In addition, the Defense Secretary has recognized that the Department
of Defense (DoD) must continue to play a major role in stability opera-
tions—maintaining security, providing humanitarian aid, beginning

1 Robert M. Gates, “A Balanced Strategy: Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Age,”

Foreign Affairs, January/February 2009.
2 “U.S. defense chief urges greater use of ‘soft power,” Agence France-Presse, November

26, 2007.
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reconstruction, bolstering local governments and public services, espe-
cially “in the midst of or in the aftermath of conflict.”

Gates’s second major strategic lesson from recent U.S. inter-
ventions in the Middle East is the desirability of taking an “indirect
approach” to prosecuting the war on terror. In his view, because the
United States is unlikely to mount another major invasion and occupa-
tion in the foreseeable future, it should follow a sustainable counterter-
rorism strategy that does not rely on the massive application of U.S.
combat power. Ideally, the United States should work “by, with and
through” its allies and partners and, when necessary, bolster the capac-
ity of their governments and security forces to effectively contribute to
the war on terror.

Study Purpose and Approach

The U.S. government is facing the dual challenge of building its own
interagency capacity for conducting stability operations while simulta-
neously helping to build partner capacity (BPC) for stability operations
across a wide range of nations. The purpose of this study is to assist the
U.S. Army, DoD, and other U.S. government agencies in developing a
well-defined, well-integrated BPC for stability operations strategy and
to create a nexus between the concepts of BPC and stability opera-
tions. To accomplish this goal, a RAND Arroyo Center study team
conducted an exploratory analysis of key strategic elements within the
context of BPC and stability operations guidance as well as ongoing
security cooperation programs, using a variety of analytical techniques.

Concepts

As currently conceived, BPC is a multi-agency, multinational initiative
that draws on the elements of security cooperation to achieve U.S. stra-
tegic objectives. To help achieve these objectives, both U.S. allies and
partners can act as force multipliers and as a hedge against future secu-

3 Gates.
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rity requirements. With greater global demands for U.S. forces and an
expanding list of adversaries, conditions, and crises that could threaten
U.S. national interests, allies and partners increase and diversify the
capabilities needed to counter a range of threats on unfamiliar geo-
graphical and cultural terrain.*

“Stability operations” is an evolving and variously named con-
cept. Historically, the U.S. military tended to relegate operations that
do not involve full-scale combat to several overlapping but not identi-
cal categories: small wars; low-intensity conflicts; military operations
other than war; small-scale contingencies; peace operations; stability
and support operations; stability, security, transition, and reconstruc-
tion (SSTR) operations; or simply stability operations. Despite their
differences, all of these concepts refer to military operations in civil-
ian environments. According to DoD Directive 3000.05, military sup-
port for SSTR operations consists of DoD activities “that support U.S.
Government plans for stabilization, security, reconstruction and transi-
tion operations, which lead to sustainable peace while advancing U.S.
interests.” In the interest of brevity, we use the Army’s “stability opera-
tions” term throughout this report.

Findings and Recommendations

For this study, we conducted an exploratory analysis of five strategic
elements necessary to align U.S. government security cooperation
efforts with the goal of BPC for stability operations in a largely peace-
time environment. Figure S.1 lays out the organization of the strategic
elements as well as the corresponding chapter in which each element is
examined in depth.

4 White House, 7he National Security Strategy, September 2002, p. 29.

> Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Stability Operations, FM 3-07, 2008;
and Department of Defense Directive 3000.05, Military Support for Stability, Security, Tran-
sition, and Reconstruction Operations, November 28, 2005. Although valid for the period
of our study, this directive was reissued as Department of Defense Instruction 3000.05,
Stability Operations, September 16, 2009. The new instruction updates policy and assigns
responsibilities for the identification and development of DoD capabilities to support stabil-
ity operations.
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Figure S.1

BPC for Stability Operations: Strategic Elements with Related Analyses
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To integrate the five elements essential to BPC for stability opera-
tions, we developed three interrelated analytic processes (as depicted in

Figure S.1):

* Baseline activity analysis.
* Detailed activity assessment.

e DPartner-selection modeling and exploratory analysis.

Without these analytic processes, security cooperation planners and
programmers in the Army and other parts of DoD will be left to develop
a BPC for stability operations strategy based solely on anecdotal infor-
mation and personal opinions—as opposed to detailed, multifaceted,
longitudinal data that have been systematically collected, aggregated,
and interpreted for decisionmaking purposes.
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Goals

In recent years, key U.S. government agencies have come to an agree-
ment on the major goals for stability operations. The Post-Conflict
Reconstruction Essential Tasks list produced by DOS® is organized into
five broad technical sectors, which are quite similar to DoD’s six major
mission elements of a stability operation, found in DoD’s Military Sup-
port to Stabilization, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Opera-
tions Joint Operating Concept. Based on this DoD and DOS guidance,
the fundamental goals of stability operations are to accomplish the
following;:

e Establish and maintain a safe and secure environment.

* Conduct strategic communications.

* Establish representative, effective governance and the rule of law.
e Deliver humanitarian assistance.

e Reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore essential services.
* Support economic development.

Largely absent from the existing documentation is an operational
context to help decisionmakers prioritize and implement goals in a
variety of pre-conflict, conflict, and post-conflict circumstances. Fur-
thermore, DoD planning guidance, such as the BPC Execution Road-
map, establishes only a general connection between stability operations
goals and BPC activities.”

Roles, Missions, and Capabilities

Although both concepts have deep historical roots, building partner
capacity and stability operations have only recently migrated to posi-
tions near the top of the U.S. national security agenda. Furthermore,
government officials have tended to consider the two topics separately
rather than focus on the nexus between them. As a result, there is no

6 This document is also referred to as the Essential Tasks Matrix.

7" See Jennifer D.P. Moroney et al., Building Partner Capabilities for Coalition Operations,
Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, MG-635-A, 2007.
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clearly defined and well-integrated strategy for using BPC activities to
build stability operations capabilities in partner nations. In addition,
key agencies have yet to reach a consensus on their respective roles and
missions.

Mechanisms for aligning Army, DoD, and national BPC for sta-
bility operations strategy, planning, and resourcing should be con-
structed. Ideally, overall security sector assistance would be jointly
managed by the departments of State and Defense. This could result
in interagency objectives for employing and developing both depart-
ments’ resources and capabilities for building partner capacity, as well
as standardized procedures for formulating detailed BPC “roadmaps”
for priority partners.

As part of a U.S. government BPC for stability operations strat-
egy, the military should focus on its core security-related competen-
cies; help civilian partners increase their operational capacities; tap
into partner expertise when its own capacity is lacking, and reinforce
the work of others—or simply get out of the way—when those others
are doing a good job. Specifically, DoD’s new emphasis on working
“by, with, and through” partners requires further developing the list
of essential BPC for stability operations capabilities; distinguishing
between “direct” provision of stability operations assistance and BPC
for stability operations; accounting for specialized stability operations
activities as well as generic activities that could be useful for stabil-
ity operations; and considering a range of BPC for stability operations
contexts when selecting and prioritizing potential partners.

Baseline Activities Analysis

After sifting through U.S. government guidance in order to identify
roles, missions, and capabilities for building partner capacity to con-
duct stability operations, the Arroyo team next examined the BPC for
stability operations activities and programs currently being conducted
by DoD, other U.S. government agencies, and major U.S. allies. This
analysis aimed to help Army leaders better understand what BPC for
stability operations programs and activities are now being conducted—
both within the Army and elsewhere.
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The U.S. Army has policy, planning, and resource management
authority over only a small fraction of BPC for stability operations
activities; most are controlled and managed by other DoD compo-
nents, other U.S. government agencies (particularly DOS), and major
U.S. allies. The lack of accessible, comprehensive data makes analysis
of event-level BPC for stability operations difficult. However, in certain
combatant commands (COCOMs), such as U.S. Southern Command,
a significant number of events, resources, and personnel are focused on
BPC for stability operations. Although both the United States and its
allies focus on the security dimension of stability operations, the allies
tend to have a longer-term investment approach to working with part-
ners, primarily because of their cultural and colonial ties with certain
countries and regions.

The Army should improve its visibility into security coopera-
tion activities relevant to BPC for stability operations. In addition, the
Army should design its security cooperation database so that it is not
only interoperable with similar information systems across DoD, but
also flexible enough to be used for analytical and operational purposes.
Once it has acquired an overall understanding of ongoing BPC for sta-
bility operations activities, the Army should:

* Increase the number and extent of its BPC for stability operations
activities.

* Expand its BPC for stability operations support in certain regions,
such as U.S. Africa Command, where its programs are relatively
scarce but where arguably the demand is growing.

* Re-evaluate its methods of delivering stability operations assis-
tance to various partners—e.g., direct U.S. help or BPC aid,
specialized stability operations activities, or general-purpose activ-
ities that could serve as building blocks for stability operations.

* Coordinate its BPC for stability operations efforts with those of
its allies in order to reinforce and build upon their achievements
as well as to direct limited U.S. resources to areas not currently
receiving assistance.
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* Make a concerted effort to learn from the BPC for stability opera-
tions experience of its allies, in particular, the United Kingdom
and France, in several key areas such as trainer selection, mode of
deployment, training of the trainers, and career implications for
the trainer.

Detailed Activities Assessment
Building on the roles, missions, and capabilities synthesis and the base-
line programmatic analysis described above, we next conducted an in-
depth analysis of a range of BPC for stability operations programs. At
the heart of this analysis is a six-step assessment approach designed
to enable the Army and other DoD agencies to make more informed
decisions about BPC for stability operations planning, programming,
and budgeting (see Figure S.2). This approach provides a systematic
method to evaluate existing security cooperation program and activity
performance and effectiveness with respect to stability-related objec-
tives and end states in particular countries.

Based on our analysis using the six-step approach, we found that
BPC for stability operations activities tend to be more effective when
they are used in the following ways:

* Applied in coordination with other, related activities to reinforce
key concepts.

* Worked with, by, and through existing regional organizations
and arrangements.

* Not “handed over” to an ally with little to no U.S. oversight.

* Sustained through careful planning and realistic resource allocation.

There tends to be greater follow-through (i.e., better outcomes)
in an indigenous as opposed to a coalition operational context. Indig-
enous partners appeared genuinely interested in stability operations,
especially disaster preparedness and response. Building partner capac-
ity for coalition operations was more problematic given the political
nature of out-of-country deployments.
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Figure S.2

Six-Step Approach to Assess the Effectiveness of BPC for Stability
Operations

‘ Step 1: Select desired end state and specific goals I

-

‘ Step 2: Develop generic input, output, and outcome indicators and external factors I

&

‘ Step 3: Identify focus countries, programs, program aims, and appropriate objectives I

&

‘ Step 4: Identify appropriate indicators and external factors I

-

‘ Step 5: Apply assessment framework I

&

Step 6: Determine overall program/activity contribution to the achievement
of the desired end state

RAND MG942-5.2

The Army should assist the COCOMs in developing a holistic
approach to BPC for stability operations that

is planned and resourced over a period of several years;

* involves all relevant U.S. military and civilian agencies and allies;
* targets multiple countries throughout a region; and

* employs a variety of security cooperation “tools” that are pack-
aged and sequenced for each partner country.

The Army and DoD should consider the indigenous requirements
of partners when designing BPC for stability operations activities and
regional strategies. This may reduce the need for direct U.S. military
assistance and increase the incentive for partners to engage in future
coalition operations with the United States.
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Analysis of Potential Partners
In an effort to provide some analytical rigor and standardization to
the partner-selection approach, the Arroyo team developed a relatively
simple spreadsheet method to help determine potential partners, assess
the pros and cons of each partner, and choose ways to weight and assess
selection factors.

Our exploratory analysis focused on identifying three types of
potential stability operations partners:

* Coalition partner. A willing provider of significant stability
operations-related capability in support of coalition operations
outside the nation’s own borders. A preferred partner demon-
strates a moderate level of internal stability, international legiti-
macy, and strategic affinity with the United States.

* Regional leader. An actual or potential provider of capability and
leadership for regionally based stability operations that are com-
patible with U.S. interests. Core regional partners demonstrate a
moderate level of internal stability, international legitimacy, and
strategic affinity with the United States.

* Indigenous partner. A fragile state, preferably receptive to U.S.
government assistance and advice, whose deterioration or collapse
could pose a significant threat to U.S. interests.

After introducing two partner-selection models—the regional/
coalition model and the indigenous model—the Arroyo team used the
models to conduct an exploratory partner analysis, which produced a
detailed, country-by-country examination of potential BPC for stabil-
ity operations partnerships. One of the most striking results of our
exploratory analysis was that there are only a few well-rounded coali-
tion and regional BPC for stability operations partners that are neither
major allies nor advanced industrial states. That said, the number of
potentially “willing” partners expands significantly if one values past
participation in U.N. operations over involvement in U.S.-led opera-
tions. With respect to potential indigenous partners, domestic fragility
and a lack of receptivity to outside intervention tend to go together.
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In addition, finding strategically valuable indigenous partners that are
receptive to U.S. help is especially difficult in the Middle East.

RAND Arroyo Center’s exploratory partner analysis using the
regional/coalition and indigenous models could support divergent
courses of action. The apparent scarcity of high-potential partner
nations could justify a narrowing of U.S. government BPC for stabil-
ity operations efforts or serve as an impetus for greatly increasing the
amount of resources dedicated to those efforts. Less ambiguously, the
United States should consider focusing more on coalition and regional
candidates with a demonstrated willingness to participate in U.N.
deployments. Because few countries are both fragile and receptive, the
decision to attempt to build indigenous stability operations capacity
may, in many cases, have to be based on the degree of a country’s
internal weakness and the salience of the U.S. strategic interest in that
country.

Ideally, the results of these analytical processes will have a signifi-
cant effect on the set of BPC for stability operations activities and part-
ners, aligning relevant and effective activities with appropriate partners.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates has defined the current strategic
preoccupation of the U.S. military, the war on terror, as “a prolonged,
worldwide irregular campaign—a struggle between the forces of vio-
lent extremism and those of moderation.” In order to effectively carry
out such a campaign, Gates writes, the military must learn two hard
lessons from the wars it has conducted in Afghanistan and Iraq since
the fall of 2001.

The first lesson is that “over the long term, the United States cannot
kill or capture its way to victory.”! In other words, “soft power”—
including diplomacy, strategic communications, foreign assistance,
civic action, and economic reconstruction—is at least as important as,
if not more than, “hard power” in creating the conditions for the even-
tual defeat of violent extremism throughout the world.? Thus, on the
one hand, Gates has called for the U.S. government to greatly increase
the capacity of civilian national security agencies—in particular, the
U.S. Department of State (DOS) and the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (USAID)—so they can take the lead in exercis-
ing soft power in unstable parts of the globe. On the other hand, the
Defense Secretary has recognized that the military must continue to
play a major role in stability operations: maintaining security, provid-
ing humanitarian aid, beginning reconstruction, bolstering local gov-

1 Robert M. Gates, “A Balanced Strategy: Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Age,”

Foreign Affairs, January/February 2009.

2 “U.S. Defense Chief Urges Greater Use of ‘Soft Power,” Agence France-Presse, Novem-

ber 26, 2007.
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ernments and public services, especially “in the midst of or in the after-
math of conflict.”

Gates’s second major strategic lesson from recent U.S. inter-
ventions in the Middle East is the desirability of taking an “indirect
approach” to prosecuting the war on terror. In his view, the United
States is unlikely to mount another invasion and occupation on the
scale of that undertaken in Afghanistan or Iraq in the foreseeable
future. To the extent possible, the United States should follow a sus-
tainable counterterrorism strategy, one that does not rely on the mas-
sive application of U.S. combat power. Ideally, the United States should
work “by, with, and through” its allies and partners and, when nec-
essary, bolster the capacity of their governments and security forces
to effectively contribute to the war on terror. According to Michael
G. Vickers, former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Opera-
tions/ Low-Intensity Conflict and Independent Capabilities, the Penta-
gon envisions “a global network . . . made up of the U.S. and foreign
militaries and other government personnel in scores of countries with
which the United States is not at war . . . designed to wage ‘steady state’
counterterrorism operations.”

Given the Secretary’s guidance to focus on bolstering the ability
of our allies and partners to effectively contribute to the war on terror,
the Army must develop a strategy to fund, develop, and execute secu-
rity cooperation programs and activities that help build other countries’
capacity to conduct stability operations—the key operational com-
ponent in most large-scale counterterrorism/insurgency campaigns.
Such programs and activities need to be appropriately packaged and
associated with particular stability operations capabilities. They also
need to be reconciled with similar capacity-building programs that are
being undertaken by other Department of Defense (DoD) organiza-
tions, other U.S. government agencies, and major U.S. allies. Ideally,

3 Gates.

4 Ann Scott Tyson, “U.S. To Raise ‘Irregular War’ Capabilities,” Washington Post, Decem-
ber 4, 2008, p. 4.
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the conduct of Army programs should be informed by assessments of
what has worked in the past in terms of building stability operations
capacity. Finally, limited Army capacity-building resources should be
directed to partner countries in accordance with U.S. strategic priori-
ties and objectives outlined in such documents as the Guidance for the
Employment of the Force, regional combatant command (COCOM)
campaign plans, and the Army Security Cooperation Plan.

This report, which provides the results of a RAND Arroyo Center
study for the U.S. Army International Affairs Office, addresses some
of the practical issues in designing and implementing an Army strat-
egy for helping selected allies and partners to build stability operations
capacity. Specific issues addressed in this report include:

* What are the doctrinal components of building partner capacity
(BPC) for stability operations?

e What kinds of security cooperation programs are being con-
ducted by the United States and its major allies that relate to BPC
for stability operations?

* How might the government assess the effectiveness of these
programs?

* What kinds of partner countries might be appropriate recipients
of future stability operations assistance?

This report is not intended to be a comprehensive review of previ-
ous and ongoing efforts by the U.S. military and others to build the
capacity of foreign countries to conduct stability operations. Nor does
this report provide a detailed step-by-step roadmap for building stabil-
ity operations capacity in specific countries. Rather, this study presents
a conceptual and analytical framework for the Army to understand
the key elements of building stability operations capacity and develop
methods for assessing BPC for stability operations activities and poten-
tial partners.
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Understanding Building Partner Capacity and Stability
Operations

An important objective of our study is to clarify the relationship
between BPC and stability operations. At present, there is no strategic
guidance for BPC for stability operations per se; there is BPC guid-
ance, and there is stability operations guidance.

Building Partner Capacity

Building partner capacity is a new name for a diverse set of governmen-
tal activities that have recently lacked strategic coherence. During the
Cold War era, the rationale for U.S. foreign assistance programs was
clear: to bolster the defenses of pro-Western regimes confronted either
by an external military threat from the Soviet Union and other com-
munist powers or an internal threat from communist-supported insur-
gents. In line with the containment doctrine, successive U.S. admin-
istrations were more or less successful in their efforts to integrate the
diplomatic, military, economic, and informational aspects of power for
the purpose of increasing the capabilities of U.S. allies and partners as
part of the Cold War.

In the post—Cold War era, the strategic rationale for U.S. foreign
assistance became less clear, and the interagency framework, which had
coordinated the many facets of U.S. foreign policy and national secu-
rity, fragmented into often competing departmental factions. Conse-
quently, the U.S. government has largely dealt with each post—Cold
War international crisis only after it has emerged, and then in an ad
hoc, initially uncoordinated fashion that has treated allies and partners
mostly as an afterthought. Exceptions to this rule, such as the inter-
agency initiative to train, equip, and sustain the Republic of Georgia’s
security forces for duty along its borders with Chechnya and in Iraq,
have not been part of an overall BPC strategy that balances partner
requirements with U.S. interests.

As a result of the September 11, 2001 attacks by Al Qaeda and
the subsequent difficulties the U.S. military has encountered combat-
ing Islamist insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan, DoD has begun to
think more strategically about BPC as a means of addressing emerging
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global threats to the United States and its allies. For example, the 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review and the 2006 BPC Execution Roadmap
emphasize the importance of improving the security and defense capa-
bilities of partner countries for coalition and indigenous operations.>
Additionally, the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global
Affairs was created in 2006 to reflect this new focus on building part-
ner capacity.®

As currently conceived, BPC is a multi-agency, multinational ini-
tiative that draws on the elements of security cooperation” to achieve
U.S. strategic objectives that include

* defeating terrorist networks;

* preventing hostile states and nonstate actors from acquiring or
using WMD;

* conducting irregular warfare and stability operations; and

* enabling host countries to provide good governance.®

> What we are calling for brevity the “BPC Execution Roadmap” is the Quadrennial
Defense Review Building Partnership Capacity Execution Roadmap, Office of the Secretary
of Defense and the Joint Staff J-5, Washington, D.C., May 2006; it is an evolving concept.
It not only includes guidance on how DoD should train and equip foreign military forces,
but also discusses the need to improve the capacity of other security services within partner
countries. Moreover, the concept also refers to the need to improve DoD’s ability to work
with nonmilitary forces in an operational context for integrated operations.

6 Under this assistant secretary of defense, two new offices were created: “Partnership Strat-
egy” and “Coalition Affairs,” each headed by a deputy assistant secretary of defense. A third
office called “Global Threats” was also added, which combined counterproliferation, coun-
ternarcotics, and transnational threats.

7" According to the Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) web site, security coop-
eration includes “those activities conducted with allies and friendly nations to: build relation-
ships that promote specified U.S. interests, build allied and friendly nation capabilities for
self-defense and coalition operations, [and] provide U.S. forces with peacetime and contin-
gency access.” Security assistance is a subset of security cooperation and consists of “a group
of programs, authorized by law that allows the transfer of military articles and services to
friendly foreign governments.” These programs include Foreign Military Sales, Foreign Mili-
tary Financing, and International Military Education and Training. See DSCA’s web site’s
FAQ section, and the Security Assistance Management Manual, DoD 5105.38-M, 2007 (also
available online). A full listing of security assistance programs may be found on p. 33 of the
manual.

8 BPC Execution Roadmap, Washington, D.C., May 2006.
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The role of U.S. allies and partners in this effort is both as a force
multiplier and as a hedge against future security requirements. With
greater global demands for U.S. forces and an expanding list of adver-
saries, conditions, and crises that could threaten U.S. national inter-
ests, allies and partners increase and diversify the capabilities needed
to fight in future conflicts, particularly on unfamiliar geographical and
cultural terrain.?

Stability Operations

Stability operations is an evolving and variously named concept.!® His-
torically, the U.S. military tended to relegate operations that did not
involve full-scale combat to several overlapping but not identical cat-
egories: small wars; low-intensity conflicts; military operations other
than war; small-scale contingencies; peace operations; stability and
support operations; stability, security, transition, and reconstruction
(SSTR) operations; or simply, stability operations." Stability opera-
tions, as defined by DoD, are military missions, tasks, or activities con-
ducted in foreign countries and in coordination with other instruments
of national power to maintain or re-establish a safe and secure envi-
ronment, provide essential government services, reconstruct emergency
infrastructure, and deliver humanitarian relief.!?

9 White House, 7he National Security Strategy, September 2002, p. 29.

10" As indicated earlier, the bulk of the research in this report on stability operations was
completed in early to mid-2007, when the concept of stability operations remained in flux.
Since then, the U.S. Army has published two key field manuals discussing stability opera-
tions, FM 3-0, Operations, in February 2008, and FM 3-07, Stability Operations, in Octo-
ber 2008. Also, DoD published Joint Publication (JP) 3-07.3, Peace Operations, in October
2007, and Instruction 3000.05, Stability Operations, September 16, 2009. These new docu-
ments largely formalized earlier discussions about stability operations, and what is written
here is consistent with these later documents.

11 DoD defines stability operations as “military and civilian activities conducted across the
spectrum from peace to conflict to establish or maintain order in States and regions.” See
U.S. Army, Stability Operations, FM 3-07, 2003 and 2008; Department of Defense Directive
3000.05, Military Support for Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Operations,
November 28, 2005 (hereafter, DoDD 3000.05, Military Support for SSTR Operations); and
Department of Defense Instruction 3000.05, Stability Operations, September 16, 2009.

12 Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Joint Operations, JP 3-0, February 2008, p. V-1.
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Despite their differences, all of these concepts refer to military
operations in civilian environments. Stability and support operations
are typically interagency and often multilateral. Support operations,
i.e., humanitarian or environmental assistance, are “civil-military”
by definition. A recently published U.S. Army field manual, Stbility
Operations, includes an array of missions, among them peace opera-
tions, combating terrorism, counterdrug operations, population con-
trol, and nation assistance.!3

The joint military community, however, continues to use a more
cumbersome term that largely overlaps with the Army’s definition of
stability operations: military support for stabilization, security, recon-
struction and transition operations.' In the interest of brevity, we use
the Army’s “stability operations” term throughout this report.

From the mid-1970s to the early 1990s, DoD’s focus on major
combat operations meant that stability operations were relatively
neglected. Despite a long and continuous record of U.S. military
involvement in operations other than war, stability operations were
considered “lesser included cases” when it came to force planning.
Troops that were trained and equipped for combat were assumed to
be capable of performing noncombat missions, such as humanitarian
assistance, disaster relief, and peacekeeping, without much additional
guidance. Furthermore, following the U.S. defeat in Vietnam, DoD
leaders consciously eschewed tasks that smacked of nation building,
believing that the military should stick to its core competency of war-
fighting. Most DoD leaders believed political and economic develop-
ment was the responsibility of the State Department, USAID, multi-
lateral and nongovernmental aid organizations, and the private sector,
not DoD.

Nevertheless, unforeseen international events trumped the mili-
tary’s desire to emphasize large-scale combat operations. U.S. inter-
ventions in Somalia, Haiti, and the Balkans in the 1990s, and more

13 Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Stability Operations, FM 3-07, Octo-
ber 2008.

14 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, February 2008; and DoDD 3000.05, Military Support for
SSTR Operations.
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recently in Afghanistan and Iraq, dramatically raised the profile of sta-
bility operations. They also significantly eroded the distinction between
military and civilian responsibilities in a conflict environment. With
its enormous resources, operational orientation, and inherent security
capacity, DoD undertook stabilization and reconstruction tasks that
civilian agencies could not, or would not, perform.

After the war on terror began in the wake of 9/11, many Bush
administration officials became proponents of stability operations (as
evidenced in several national security documents, which are detailed in
Chapter Two). President Bush’s National Security Presidential Direc-
tive (NSPD) 44, issued in 2005, made stabilization and reconstruction
of conflict-torn countries and regions an essential part of the war on
terror, declaring it the United States’ responsibility to help these places
“establish a sustainable path toward peaceful societies, democracies,
and market economies.” The State Department’s newly established
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) was given
the mission to “lead, coordinate and institutionalize” civilian govern-
ment agencies’ support for this initiative.'s For its part, in 2005 DoD
elevated stability operations to a “core U.S. military mission” compa-
rable in priority to combat operations, which needed to be “integrated
across all DoD activities including doctrine, organizations, training,
education, exercises, materiel, leadership, personnel, facilities, and
planning.”” Although DoD recognized that it would undertake stabil-
ity operations “in support of a broader U.S. Government effort,” the
2006 Joint Operating Concept (JOC) for stability, security, transition,
and reconstruction acknowledged that the military might become
involved in a range of noncombat tasks, to include restoring essential
services, promoting economic development, and administering occu-

15 The White House, National Security Presidential Directive 44, Management of Inter-
agency Efforts Concerning Reconstruction and Stabilization, December 7, 2005 (hereafter,
NSPD-44).

16 Department of State, Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization web
site.

17 DoDD 3000.05, Military Support for SSTR Operations.
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pied territory.’® In addition, in 2008 the Army issued an updated edi-
tion of FM 3-0, Operations, which defines stability operations as one of
the three basic components in the Army full spectrum of operations,
along with offensive and defensive operations.

Although there is clear strategic guidance on the stability opera-
tions goals, largely absent from the existing documentation is an opera-
tional context to help decisionmakers prioritize and implement goals in
a variety of pre-conflict, conflict, and post-conflict circumstances. Fur-
thermore, DoD planning guidance, such as the BPC Execution Road-
map, establishes only a general connection between stability operations
goals and BPC activities.?

Analytical Approach: Strategic Elements of Building
Partner Capacity for Stability Operations

In this study, we limited our investigation of building partner capac-
ity for stability operations to situations that do not involve large num-
bers of U.S. military forces. Instead, this study focused on small-scale
capacity-building activities during periods of relative peace. This
excludes consideration of large-scale security force assistance to Iraq
and Afghanistan. This is not because such assistance is unimportant or
unworthy of examination from a capacity-building perspective. On the
contrary, there is already a great deal of policy and academic emphasis
on the impact of U.S. and coalition efforts to train, assist, and advise
Iraqi and Afghani security forces. However, there is considerably less
analytic focus on building partner capacity in the rest of the world,
even though the rest of the world arguably provides a better laboratory
for analyzing how relatively small amounts of foreign assistance might

18 Department of Defense, Joint Forces Command, Military Support to Stabilization, Secu-
rity, Transition, and Reconstruction Operations Joint Operating Concept, December 2006
(hereafter DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC).

19 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, February 2008.

20 See Jennifer D.P. Moroney et al., Building Partner Capabilities for Coalition Operations,
Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, MG-635-A, 2007.
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facilitate the Secretary of Defense’s vision of a shared responsibility
among the United States and its partners for “heading off the next
insurgency” or “stopping the collapse of the next failed state.”

That said, we have conducted an exploratory analysis of five stra-
tegic elements necessary to align U.S. government security cooperation
efforts with the goal of building partner capacity for stability opera-
tions in a largely peacetime environment. Figure 1.1 lays out the orga-
nization of the strategic elements as well as the corresponding chapter
in which each element is examined in depth. Below we introduce each
of these options.

Goals

In recent years, key U.S. government agencies—particularly the
Department of State and DoD—have come to an agreement on major
stability operations goals. The document Post-Conflict Reconstruction
Essential Tasks produced by S/CRS?? is organized into five broad tech-
nical sectors, which have been adopted directly by emerging joint mili-
tary peace operations doctrine.?® They are also quite similar to DoD’s
six major mission elements (MMEs) of a stability operation, found in
the Military Support to Stabilization, Security, Transition, and Recon-
struction Operations Joint Operating Concept, with the major difference
being that DOS incorporates strategic communications within each of
its sectors, whereas the DoD JOC treats strategic communications as a
separate (albeit cross-cutting) MME.?* Based on DoD and DOS guid-
ance, the fundamental goals of stability operations are to accomplish
the following:

21 Robert Burns, “Gates: Extremist Threat Requires New U.S. Approaches,” Washington-
post.com, October 15, 2008.

22 This document is also referred to as the Essential Tasks Matrix. See Department of
State, Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization, Post-Conflict Recon-
struction Essential Tasks, April 2005. As of January 2010:
hetp://www.crs.state.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=public.display&shortcut=] 7R3

23 DoD, JP 3-07.3, Peace Operations, 2007.

24 Major mission element and logical line of operation are synonymous terms. DoD, Mili-

tary Support to SSTR Operations JOC, December 2006, p. 20.
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e Establish and maintain a safe and secure environment.

* Conduct strategic communications.

* Establish representative, effective governance and the rule of law.
e Deliver humanitarian assistance.

e Reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore essential services.
* Support economic development.

Roles and Missions
Although there is improved clarity in the U.S. government about BPC
for stability operations goals, there is still considerable uncertainty
about key BPC for stability operations roles and missions, particularly
among the State Department and DoD players (see Chapter Two).
Officially, the Department of State has been assigned the lead
role in coordinating overseas reconstruction and stabilization, includ-
ing building partnership capacity in these areas.? That said, DOS has
primarily focused on planning for post-conflict reconstruction follow-
ing a U.S.-organized intervention, while its subordinate organization,

Figure 1.1
BPC for Stability Operations: Strategic Elements

Goals
Chapter One
Roles and
L—— missions
Chapter Two
1 Capabilities

Chapter Three

Programs and

I activities

Chapters Three
and Four

I Partners
Chapter Five

RAND MG942-1.1

25 NSPD-44, p. 4.
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USAID, has continued in its traditional role of providing long-term
development assistance to failing or unstable states.

In reality, the DOS and other civilian departments currently
lack the capacity—personnel, funding, security forces, and operational
know-how—to manage large-scale capacity-building activities in a
conflict environment.

On the other hand, as the results of U.S. counterinsurgency opera-
tions in Afghanistan and Iraq have made clear, DoD lacks much of
the capability—technical, cultural, linguistic, legal, financial, political,
etc.—to help rebuild a shattered society. While civil-military Provin-
cial Reconstruction Teams and Joint Interagency Coordinating Groups
show some promise of resolving the roles-and-missions issue at the tacti-
cal and operational levels, these organizations are in their nascent stages
and are only beginning to work together at the strategic level. Finally,
the United States and its major allies have yet to begin a serious dialogue
on ways to coordinate their respective foreign assistance programs.

Capabilities

Both DoD and the State Department have produced BPC and stabil-
ity operations doctrine that we have used to help organize the types of
capabilities that the Army needs in order to conduct a wide range of
activities in support of broad stability goals.

The State Department has established a reasonably comprehen-
sive list of tasks and subtasks for use in post-conflict stability planning.
However, because this list, called the Essential Tasks Matrix (ETM),
is too skeletal a framework to form the basis for a capacity-building
strategy, we have constructed working definitions of executable “capa-
bilities” using a combination of the ETM and several DoD and DOS
doctrinal sources. For example, the U.S. Army’s peace operations and
stability operations field manuals and the State Department’s Foreign
Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions®® each con-

26 JCS, Universal Joint Task List, CJCSM 3500.04D, August 2005; JCS, Peace Operations,
JP 3-07.3, October 2007; DOS, Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Defi-
nitions, 20 October 2006; ALSA Center, Multi-Service Tactics, Techniques and Procedures for
Conducting Peace Operations, FM 3-07.31, October 2003; and HQDA, Stability Operations,
FM 3-07, 2008.
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tain information that is helpful for clarifying the capabilities necessary
to establish a safe and secure environment. These capabilities include
conducting peace operations, developing and sustaining armed services
and intelligence services, and establishing and maintaining boundary
control. (See Chapter Two and Appendix A for a detailed description
of proposed stability operations capabilities).

Programs and Activities

The departments of Defense and State, USAID, other U.S. government
agencies, and key U.S. allies, such as the United Kingdom, France, and
[taly, all conduct peacetime security cooperation programs and activi-
ties that, to a greater or lesser extent, contribute to building the capac-
ity for stability operations (see Chapter Three).

“Programs” and “activities” are used here as catchall terms for
government-supported security cooperation initiatives, programs, activ-
ities, and events. Technically, an initiative is a coordinated grouping of
usually interagency programs and activities that are often directed at a
single country or region, such as Plan Colombia. Programs are activi-
ties that are specifically funded in the budget, such as Foreign Military
Financing or International Military Education and Training. Generic
activities are not specifically funded; they include interactions between
the services and foreign military and civilian government officials that
are funded via operating accounts. Events are discrete examples of pro-
grams or activities, such as a military training team marksmanship
class, a U.S. Navy port visit, or a meeting of international scientific and
technical experts.

These programs and activities encompass a variety of security
cooperation methods or “ways,” including conferences, workshops
and information exchanges, defense and military contacts, education,
equipment and infrastructure, exercises, and training. They also sup-
port all six of the stability operations goals, detailed above.

Partners

As the United States places greater emphasis on BPC and stability
operations, it should take a more analytical approach to evaluate and
select potential capacity-building partners for different kinds of stabil-



14 Developing an Army Strategy for BPC for Stability Operations

ity operations. In the 1990s, the focus of U.S. capacity-building efforts
was on its major treaty allies, particularly those in NATO, whose col-
lective defense spending had been in steep decline since the end of the
Cold War. With the United States’ growing reliance on “coalitions of
the willing” in the war on terror, the DOS and DoD have begun to
identify and cultivate countries that are new allies or non-ally partners,
especially those that can contribute certain “niche capabilities.”” More
recently, U.S. military overstretch—combined with a concern about
weak states as possible breeding grounds for international terrorists and
other criminals and an increasing emphasis on irregular warfare—has
created a need to further expand the boundaries of capacity building to
include different types of partners.

In this study, we analyze three general types of stability opera-
tions partners, with the focus being on countries that are neither major
allies nor advanced industrial states. A coalition partner is an actual or
potential provider of significant stability-related capability in support
of U.S.-led coalition operations outside its borders. A regional leader is
an actual or potential provider of leadership and capability for region-
ally based stability operations compatible with U.S. interests. In both
cases, the most appropriate partners demonstrate a moderate level of
internal stability, international legitimacy, and strategic affinity with
the United States. By contrast, an indigenous partner is a fragile state
with a minimal capacity to use, and a willingness to accept, U.S. gov-
ernment assistance for internal stability operations. Preferred indige-
nous partners include those wherein the collapse of public security and
authority would pose a significant threat to U.S. interests.

Analyses Useful for Building Partner Capacity Planning

In order to integrate the five elements essential to building partner
capacity for stability operations, we have developed three interrelated
analytic processes:

27 See Jennifer D.P. Moroney et al., A Capabilities-Based Strategy for Army Security Coopera-
tion, Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, MG-563-A, 2007.
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* baseline activity analysis;
* detailed activity assessment; and
* partner-selection modeling and exploratory analysis.

Without these analytic processes, security cooperation planners
and programmers in the Army and other parts of DoD will be left to
develop a BPC for stability operations strategy based solely on anec-
dotal information and personal opinions—as opposed to detailed,
multifaceted, longitudinal data that has been systematically collected,
aggregated, and interpreted for decisionmaking purposes. Figure 1.2
builds on Figure 1.1 by including these analyses.

Baseline Activities Analysis
The first step in developing a realistic and executable BPC for stability
operations plan is to conduct a baseline analysis of U.S. and major ally

Figure 1.2
BPC for Stability Operations: Strategic Elements with Related Analyses
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security cooperation activities that pertain to building partner capac-
ity for stability operations. This descriptive analysis would attempt to
answer the following questions:

* What kinds of activities are currently being undertaken?

* By whom and with whom are they being conducted?

 Toward what ends are these activities being pursued?

e What is the extent of the resources that are being expended in
terms of money and personnel?

* What are the sources of funding for these activities?

* What gaps and overlaps exist in the programs of importance to
building partner capacity for stability operations?

Unfortunately, answering these basic questions in a comprehen-
sive way is very difficult. Although significant strides have been made in
recent years at the regional combatant command level with the estab-
lishment of Theater Security Cooperation Management Information
Systems (TSCMIS) and in the Army with the Army Global Outlook
System (ARGOS), these databases are neither fully integrated with
one another nor linked to other relevant DoD information systems.
Furthermore, they do not contain data on many security cooperation
programs managed by DoD and other government agencies. Finally,
TSCMIS data are not collected in a consistent or thorough manner.

Recognizing the limited nature of the available data, we have
attempted to demonstrate two kinds of baseline activity analysis. On
the one hand, we have collected broad (albeit somewhat superficial)
information on U.S. Army, other DoD, other U.S. agency, and major
ally stability-related programs and activities. On the other hand, we
have conducted an in-depth analysis of the U.S. Southern Command’s
(SOUTHCOM) TSCMIS for fiscal years (FYs) 2005-2006 in order
to describe BPC for stability activities within SOUTHCOM'’s area
of operation. In addition, we have attempted to differentiate between
events that involve direct U.S. provision of stability benefits versus
events designed to build partner capacity for stability operations.
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Detailed Activities Assessment

The next analytical step in developing a BPC for stability operations
strategy is to assess the performance and effectiveness of ongoing activ-
ities—the goal being to understand what works, in what way, and in
what context. At present, however, aggregated, long-term, outcome-
related security cooperation assessment data are even less available than
disaggregated, short-term input, or output-related information. For the
most part, security cooperation evaluations are generally subjective and
based on changing and ill-defined measurement criteria that cannot be
reliably combined to provide a regional, much less global, understand-
ing of the effectiveness of capacity-building activities that relate to sta-
bility operations.

In an effort to help the Army fill this gap, we developed the follow-
ing six-step case study approach to assess the effectiveness of stability-
related security cooperation programs and activities in particular coun-
tries and operational contexts (see Chapter Four).?8

1. Select cases representative of different ways to build partner
capacity for stability operations.

2. Choose a stability operations goal for analysis that is of signifi-
cant interest to DoD and the U.S. Army (i.e., establish a safe
and secure environment).

3. Develop generic output and outcome indicators for various
capacity-building ways (e.g., exercises)? and then select the
indicators that applied to each specific case.

4. Collect documentary evidence and conduct focused discussions
with U.S. government and partner country ofhicials related to
the chosen output and outcome indicators.

5. Investigate external factors that had a significant influence on
activity effectiveness.

28 This effort builds on a previous study undertaken by RAND Arroyo Center for HQDA
G-35 in FYs 2003-2004: Jefferson P. Marquis et al., Assessing the Value of U.S. Army Interna-
tional Activities, Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, MG-329-A, 2006.

29 See Appendix C for a list of generic output and outcome indicators related to the stability
operations objective of establishing a safe and secure environment.
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6. To the extent possible, assess the impact of each BPC case in
achieving the stability operations goal in particular European,
Latin American, and African countries.

After introducing the six-step approach, we then applied it to a
number of relevant case studies, which are detailed in Chapter Four

and Appendix D.

Partner-Selection Modeling and Analysis

The final phase of our analysis is designed to help the Army select and
prioritize partner nations for capacity-building activities. Although
there are a number of DOS, DoD, and Army guidance documents
that discuss the selection of partner nations, the current process for
prioritizing security cooperation partners lacks analytical rigor as well
as consistency across agencies and over time. Furthermore, the pro-
cess does not explicitly examine partners from different operational
perspectives.

For this analysis, we developed two partner-selection models:
one for coalition and regional partners, and one for indigenous part-
ners (see Chapter Five). For each model, we developed key attributes
and associated indicators that determined the ranking of most of the
world’s countries depending on the weighting of these attributes and
indicators. Evidence for the indicators associated with the key attri-
butes came from a variety of sources, including the World Bank, the
United Nations, the U.S. State Department, the Fund for Peace—Failed
States Index, and the Economist Intelligence Unit. Rather than using
these models to develop a static list of prioritized partner countries,
we conducted an exploratory analysis designed to demonstrate how
their country and regional importance might change depending on
how policymakers weigh various selection criteria.

Organization of the Report

As illustrated above in Figures 1.1 and 1.2, the remainder of the report is
organized as follows: Chapter Two examines the roles and responsibili-
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ties associated with capacity building and stability operations, as well as
the missions and capabilities required for carrying out these responsibil-
ities. Chapter Three describes the universe of capacity-building activi-
ties related to stability operations from a global and regional perspec-
tive; identifies possible programmatic gaps and overlaps; and provides
in-depth analysis of SOUTHCOM’s TSCMIS for FYs 2005-2006
to describe BPC for stability activities within SOUTHCOM’s area of
operation by BPC method (also called “way”), stability operations goal/
capability, and partner nation in terms of numbers of events, amount of
authorized funding, and numbers of foreign participants. Chapter Four
provides a six-step approach to assess the effectiveness of stability-related
security cooperation programs and activities and applies that approach
to detailed case studies. Chapter Five identifies the principal attri-
butes of potential partners in different operational contexts (coalition,
regional, and indigenous); develops measures, indicators, and models;
and conducts exploratory analysis. Chapter Six provides our conclu-
sions based on our five major elements of BPC planning—goals, roles
and missions, capabilities, programs and activities, and partners—and
makes recommendations to assist Army, other DoD organizations, and
other U.S. government departments in developing and implementing
a future approach to building partner capacity for stability operations.

Five appendixes follow the conclusion of the main part of the
report. Appendix A provides working definitions for the stabilization
capabilities identified in Chapter Two, based on the DOS Essential
Tasks Matrix and DoD doctrine. To supplement the analysis in Chap-
ter Three, Appendix B briefly describes the wide range of BPC pro-
grams related to stability operations currently being executed by the
U.S. Army, other DoD organizations, other non-DoD government
agencies, and major U.S. allies. Appendix C provides a list of generic
indicators for measuring the performance and effectiveness of stability-
related programs focused on achieving a safe and secure environment.
Appendix D presents three capacity-building case studies from Chap-
ter Four that illustrate our assessment methodology in greater detail.
Appendix E provides a technical description of the coalition and indig-
enous models used to conduct the exploratory analysis of stability part-
ners in Chapter Five.






CHAPTER TWO

BPC for Stability Operations: Roles, Missions, and
Capabilities

Although both concepts have deep historical roots, building partner
capacity and stability operations have only recently migrated to posi-
tions near the top of the U.S. national security agenda. Furthermore,
government officials have tended to consider the two topics separately
rather than focus on the nexus between them. As a result, there is no
clearly defined and well-integrated strategy for using BPC activities to
build stability operations capabilities in partner nations. In addition,
key agencies have yet to reach a consensus on their respective roles and
missions.

Until recently, BPC guidance has been directed toward facilitat-
ing U.S.-led coalition operations, giving less attention to the advan-
tages of developing the capacity of indigenous and regional partners.
While the State and Defense departments appear to agree on overall
stability operations goals, operational capabilities have not been spelled
out in enough detail for executive agents like the U.S. Army and the
other services, which are tasked with implementing BPC for stability
operations. In addition, BPC for stability operations activity categories
are not sufficiently defined for assessment purposes, which impedes the
Army’s ability to evaluate the effectiveness of particular programs or
activities.

This chapter is intended to help the Army address two key
questions:

21
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e What are the roles and missions associated with BPC and stabil-
ity operations?

* What are the unique capabilities required for carrying out these
responsibilities?

To help answer these questions, we first identified and reviewed
key guidance documents that collectively provide broad direction for
BPC roles. Next, we examined the guidance documents for the plan-
ning and conduct of stability operations, particularly at the DOS and
DoD levels. Finally, we examined how the Army has integrated the
higher-level BPC and stability operations guidance and incorporated
the two into guidance that defines the roles, missions, and specific
capabilities needed to conduct BPC for stability operations.

This chapter’s methodical examination of BPC for stability opera-
tions roles, missions, and capabilities serves as the foundation for the
following chapters that address BPC for stability operations activities,
assessments, and partners.

BPC Roles

The departments of State and Defense, as well as USAID, all play
important roles in the development and execution of U.S. efforts to
build partner capacity. This section provides a brief overview on BPC
roles and guidance, and is not intended to be a comprehensive primer
on all BPC initiatives.

Department of State

The Department of State leads U.S. interagency policy initiatives and
oversees policy and programmatic support for security cooperation and
security assistance programs through its bureaus, offices, and overseas
missions as directed by the President in NSPD-1, and it leads integrated
U.S. government reconstruction and stabilization efforts as directed by
NSPD-44 (which will be discussed in greater detail later in this chap-

ter). The Department of State’s responsibilities also include oversight of
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other U.S. government foreign policies and programs that may have an
impact on the security sector.

In particular, State’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs is respon-

sible for providing policy direction in the areas of international security,
security assistance, military operations, defense strategy and plans, and
defense trade. Among its many responsibilities, the Bureau of Political-
Military Affairs plays a key role in achieving peace and security around
the world by:!

u.S.

The

Countering terrorism and responding to crises by managing and
sustaining coalitions, working with DoD on strategic and con-
tingency planning to include counterinsurgency policy, and rein-
forcing the capabilities of friends and allies to respond to respond
to humanitarian and natural disasters.

Managing and regulating defense trade and arms transfers to rein-
force the military capabilities of friends, allies, and coalition part-
ners, and to ensure that the transfer of U.S.-origin defense equip-
ment and technology supports U.S. national security interests.
Promoting regional security through bilateral and multilateral
cooperation and dialogue, as well as through the provision of
security assistance to friendly countries and international peace-
keeping efforts.

Providing diplomatic support to U.S. military operations, includ-
ing the negotiation of status of forces, defense cooperation, base
access, cost-sharing, and nonsurrender agreements.

Countering the destructive effects of conventional weapons by
clearing landmines and reducing the availability of at-risk small
arms and light weapons, including man-portable air defense
systems.

Agency for International Development
U.S. Agency for International Development carries out a variety

of economic assistance programs designed to help the people of certain
less-developed countries develop their human and economic resources,

1

Department of State, Bureau of Political-Military Affairs web site.
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increase productive capacities, and improve the quality of human life
as well as to promote economic and political stability in friendly coun-
tries. USAID performs its functions under the direction and foreign
policy guidance of the Secretary of State. The agency is charged with
central direction and responsibility for the U.S. foreign economic assis-
tance program. In relation to BPC, USAID’s primary role is to support
governance, conflict mitigation and response, reintegration and recon-
ciliation, and rule-of-law programs aimed at building civilian capacity
to manage, oversee, and provide security and justice.

Department of Defense
In contrast to DOS and USAID, in recent years DoD has developed
formal guidance on its role in BPC missions. In particular, the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) BPC Execution Roadmap from the
2006 Quadrennial Defense Review emphasizes building the military
capabilities of partner countries that will enable them to make valuable
contributions to coalition operations.? The BPC Execution Roadmap
not only includes guidance on how DoD should train and equip for-
eign military forces, but also discusses the need to improve the capac-
ity of other nonmilitary security services (i.e., stability police, border
guards, customs, etc.) within partner countries. Moreover, the concept
also refers to the need to improve DoD’s ability to work with other
U.S. government departments and agencies, nongovernmental orga-
nizations (NGOs), and the private sector in an operational context for
integrated operations.

The BPC Execution Roadmap directly connects stability opera-
tions to DoD security cooperation, though not in great detail, as it
directs DoD stakeholders conducting security cooperation activities to

* Improve partner capabilities to enhance their prospects for stabil-
ity mission success.

* Improve partner capabilities to reduce stability burdens on U.S.
forces.

2 See Moroney et al., Building Partner Capabilities for Coalition Operations, 2007.
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The BPC Execution Roadmap leaves much room for interpreta-
tion, as it does not specify which capabilities should be focused on,
which allies and partners to work with, or which security cooperation
tools are best suited to build such capabilities with the respective part-
ners. In addition, the BPC Execution Roadmap does not provide spe-
cific guidance on military capabilities to be cultivated in partners for
stability operations, nor does it specify key allies and partner countries
to work with to achieve common ends. That guidance is found else-
where, as discussed below.

Two additional sources of guidance that shape the way DoD con-
ducts BPC activities in general are the OSD Guidance for the Employ-
ment of the Force, which COCOM:s use as the basis for developing
combatant command Theater Security Cooperation Plans.? These doc-
uments do identify specific countries to work with and priorities for the
types of capacity to build.

Stability Operations Roles and Missions

Stability operations necessarily draw on all elements of national power:
diplomatic, military, information, and economic. The National Secu-
rity Strategy and National Security Presidential Directive 44 take this
into account when assigning roles and responsibilities for the conduct
of stability operations, and NSPD-44, in particular, directs U.S. agen-
cies to work together to plan and execute post-conflict reconstruction
missions.*

Table 2.1 shows the main focus of State Department and USAID
versus the focus of DoD across the three main sectors of conflict.

3 The OSD Guidance for the Employment of the Force replaces the Security Cooperation
Guidance and merges with the Contingency Planning Guidance.

4 NSPD-44.
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Table 2.1

Organizational Roles Across the Main Phases of Conflict

Conflict
Prevention

Conflict
Management

Post-Conflict
Reconstruction

Lead organization

State Department/
USAID

Department of
Defense

State Department

Supporting

Department of
Defense

State Department

Department of
Defense

organization

The following sections examine the roles and missions assigned to
the State Department, USAID, and DoD in the planning and execu-
tion of stability operations.

Department of State

The State Department, specifically the Coordinator for Reconstruction
and Stability, is designated by NSPD-44 as the focal point for coordi-
nating reconstruction and stabilization efforts. According to NSPD-
44, DOS is responsible for developing “strategies to build partnership
security capacity abroad and seek to maximize nongovernmental and
international resources for reconstruction and stabilization activities.”
According to S/CRS officials, State’s goals for stability operations
include managing underlying tensions while laying the groundwork for
long-term development; rebuilding the political, socioeconomic, and
physical infrastructure of a country; working to diminish the drivers
of conflict while developing local capacity to govern; and helping to
transfer power back to an indigenous government.

Currently, the State Department focuses its stability operations
mission on post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization or nation
building after external intervention. To do this, State identifies these
five broad sectors that describe stability missions:

* Security.
¢ Governance and participation.
* Justice and reconciliation.

5 NSPD-44, p. 4.
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* Humanitarian assistance and social well-being.
¢ Economic stabilization and infrastructure.

The State Department’s primary source for stability-related
tasks and required capabilities is the Essential Tasks Matrix, which is
organized into the five broad technical sectors listed above.¢ Because
NSPD-44 has designated State as the lead agency to coordinate and
integrate U.S. government agencies to prepare, plan, and conduct sta-
bility operations activities,” the ETM list is increasingly emerging as
the accepted list of stability operation tasks.® These technical sectors
have been adopted directly by emerging joint peace operations doctrine
and are broadly reflected by the DoD’s six major mission elements for
a stability operation (which will be detailed in the DoD subsection
below).

However, the State Department is understaffed and underfunded
to direct large stability operations. In essence, the military has the per-
sonnel and staffing to direct BPC for stability operations, while State
has the authority and oversight mandate. This has led to many prob-
lems in the interagency coordination of this essential task.

U.S. Agency for International Development

Unlike the State Department, USAID is not tasked specifically by
NSPD-44 to implement its provisions. Rather, USAID is one of the
“other agencies and departments” referred to in the document, all of
which should coordinate with DOS. In doing so, USAID’s goal in sta-
bility operations is to reverse the decline in fragile states and advance
their recovery to a stage where transformational development progress
is possible. USAID officials recognize that a unilateral approach will
not be sufficient to address the complex challenges of fragile states and

6 S/CRS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005.
7 NSPD-44, p. 2.

8 P 3-07.3, Peace Operations, equates peace building with stability operations and adopts
the ETM’s five basic mission areas. It also directs the reader to the ETM “for detailed
descriptions of tasks and considerations” within each mission sector. JCS, Peace Operations,
JP 3-07.3, October 2007, pp. IV-1 to IV-2, IV-14. The Army’s recently published FM 3-07,
Stability Operations, draws heavily upon the ETM for its list of essential stability tasks.
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a coordinated U.S. government approach will be necessary. As a result,
in 2005 USAID created the Office of Military Affairs to serve as the
USAID-specific entity to support an integrated interagency approach.
This change, along with USAID’s efforts to coordinate with the depart-
ments of State, Defense, Treasury, Justice, and others, should help to
ensure that diplomatic, security, and military efforts are mutually rein-
forced and continue to improve.

Department of Defense
The Department of Defense plays a leading role in the implementation
of stability operations strategy. In particular, DoD supports the imple-
mentation of NSPD-44 though DoD Directive (DoDD) 3000.05.
DoDD 3000.05 essentially does three things. First, it identifies goals
and tasks as listed below.

Stability Operations Goals:

* Provide local populace with security.

* Restore essential services.

* Meet humanitarian needs.

* Develop indigenous capacity for restoring essential services.
* Develop indigenous capacity for viable market economy.

* Develop indigenous capacity for rule of law.

* Develop indigenous capacity for democratic institutions.

* Develop indigenous capacity for civil society.

Stability Operations Tasks:

* Rebuild indigenous institutions including various types of secu-
rity forces, correctional facilities, and judicial systems necessary to
secure and stabilize the environment.

* Revive or build the private sector, by encouraging citizen-
driven, bottom-up economic activity and constructing necessary
infrastructure.

9 DoDD 3000.05, Military Support for SSTR Operations. This directive states stability oper-
ations shall be given the same priority as combat operations and that they will be explicitly
addressed in all DoD doctrine, organizations, training, education, exercises, materiel, leader-
ship, personnel, facilities, and planning activities.
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* Develop representative governmental institutions.

Second, DoDD 3000.05 assigns responsibility for implement-
ing stability operations within DoD and directs the services and com-
ponents to coordinate and train with interagency and multinational
partners as well as NGOs. It also assigns the military departments the
responsibility to develop stability operations capabilities. Third, it tasks
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to develop a list of countries
and areas with the potential for U.S. military engagement in stability
operations, which is defined as “military and civilian activities con-
ducted across the spectrum from peace to conflict to establish or main-
tain order in states and regions.”

In particular, DoDD 3000.05 directs the military to organize in
order to accomplish two broad missions:

* Build sustainable peace.
e Advance U.S. interests.

To help plan for these missions, Joint Forces Command devel-
oped a joint operating concept for military support to stabilization,
security, transition, and reconstruction operations, which describes a
whole range of operational objectives that span the spectrum of con-
flict activities. This JOC describes how future joint force commanders
will provide military support to stability operations within a military
campaign. Additionally, this JOC identifies the operational capabilities
required for achieving military campaign objectives and effects in sup-
port of national strategic end states.

The stability operations JOC clearly delineates the difference
between military support to civilian authorities in the conflict pre-
vention and post-conflict reconstruction phases, and adds a third
mission—that of conflict management. This includes military-led
operations such as major combat operations, as well as nontraditional
U.S. military missions such as civil unrest, insurgency, terrorism, and
factional conflict. Because this conflict management mission is not

10 DoDD 3000.05, Military Support for SSTR Operations.
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addressed in DoDD 3000.05, we do not include it in the discussion on
BPC for stability operations."!

The JOC for military support to SSTR operations identifies six
major mission elements, which are:

* Establish and maintain a safe and secure environment. The pur-
pose of this MME is to create a situation in which the security
of the people, property, and livelihoods within the country is
sufficient to allow the general populace to routinely go about its
business.'

* Establish representative, effective governance and the rule of
law. The purpose of this MME is to establish and maintain the
institutions and processes required for representative and effective
local and national governance that is accepted as legitimate by the
indigenous population.’3

* Deliver humanitarian assistance. This MME involves the pro-
vision of immediate and emergency life support to populations
where serious threats to life and property exist.

* Reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore essential ser-
vices. This MME focuses on less-immediate life support tasks
that meet the basic needs of the indigenous population and which
are intended to prevent loss of life and the spread of instability or
insurgency.

* Support economic development. This MME focuses on more
traditional developmental tasks that are intended to reduce poten-
tial long-term drivers of instability within a country.

* Conduct strategic communications. This MME is intended to
understand and engage key local and foreign audiences in order
to create, strengthen, or preserve conditions favorable to achieve-
ment of overall stability operations goals and objectives.!*

W DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006.
12 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 20006, p. 33.

13 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 61.

14 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006, p. vi.
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There are differences in the stability operations lexicon used by
the DoD and DOS. Joint Publication 3-07.3, Peace Operations, uses
the same terminology as the State Department’s ETM, but specifi-
cally places the re-establishment of critical infrastructure and essen-
tial services within the economic stabilization and infrastructure
MME.’ Therefore, we have adopted a modified version of the stabil-
ity operations JOC taxonomy for methodological and analytical rea-
sons because it is better suited for determining required capabilities
than State’s ETM taxonomy.'¢ Table 2.2 provides our alignment of
the State Department’s ETM technical sector list with DoD’s list of
MMEs.

Table 2.2
Comparison of State Department ETM Technical Sectors and
DoD’s Stability Operations MMEs

ETM Technical Sector (DOS) Major Mission Element (DoD)

Establish and maintain a safe and secure

Securit .
y environment

Governance and participation Conduct strategic communications

Establish representative, effective governance
Justice and reconciliation and the rule of law

Deliver humanitarian assistance

Humanitarian assistance and
social well-being Reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore
essential services

Economic stabilization and

infrastructure Support economic development

SOURCE: DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, December 2006, pp. iv, 21;
DOS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005.

NOTE: Although the “conduct strategic communications” MME is aligned with
"governance and participation” from the DOS ETM, strategic communications
infuses all of the ETM sectors.

15 JCS, Peace Operations, JP 3-07.3, October 2007, p. IV-9.

10 These temporal categories are immediate response, transition, and fostering sustainability.



32 Developing an Army Strategy for BPC for Stability Operations

The Intersection of BPC and Stability Operations
Guidance for the U.S. Army

The U.S. Army is the service most likely to be tasked to conduct stabil-
ity operations. Responding to these various DOS and DoD guidance
documents presents a challenge for the U.S. Army. Although there is
a lack of guidance specifically addressing BPC for stability operations
at either the DOS or DoD levels, the U.S. Army integrated guidance
from the higher levels to develop its own security cooperation strategy
and BPC guidance for stability operations. In particular, the Army
has published this guidance in Army FM 3-0, Operations, and in FM
3-07, Stability Operations, which will be described below. The Army
also translates OSD and COCOM guidance on security cooperation
and BPC into its Army Security Cooperation Strategy, which provides
guidance to the Army service component commands and other Army
major commands on Army priorities for security cooperation. Figure
2.1 depicts the relationships between the various BPC and stability

Figure 2.1
The Army’s Integration of BPC and Stability Operations Guidance

Stability Operations Guidance BPC-related Guidance
¢ National Security Strategy e BPC Execution Roadmap
e NSPD-44, Management of e OSD Guidance for the
Interagency Efforts Concerning Employment of Forces

Reconstruction and Stabilization « COCOM Theater Security

e DoDD 3000.05, Stability, Security, Cooperation Plans
Transition, and Reconstruction

d U

Army BPC for Stability Operations

e FM 3-0, Operations
e FM 3-07, Stability Operations
e Army Security Cooperation Strategy

RAND MG942-2.1
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operations guidance documents, focusing on how the Army draws on
them to develop its own guidance for building partner stability opera-
tions capacity.

Army Field Manuals 3-0 and 3-07

In response to operational requirements and DoDD 3000.05 guid-
ance, the Army has undertaken significant doctrinal efforts to outline
specific stability operations missions and tasks. FM 3-0, Operations,
is the Army’s capstone doctrinal document that provides the “over-
arching doctrinal guidance and direction for conducting operations.”
It provides the Army’s view of how operations should be conducted
and lays the foundation for all other doctrinal developments as well as
providing a guide for shaping the future development of the Army.”
FM 3-0 formally establishes stability operations as being as important
as offensive and defensive operations and describes the primary mili-
tary task to be conducted to support broader U.S. government stability
efforts.'s The stability tasks outlined in FM 3-0 are fleshed out in FM
3-07, Stability Operations, which provides the overarching doctrinal
guidance and direction for the Army’s conduct of stability operations.'
FM 3-07 addresses the role of Army stability operations in the context
of broader U.S. government objectives and describes the Army’s role
in using its capabilities to establish a safe and secure environment that
will enable a return to civil authority.?°

Army Security Cooperation Strategy

Although the Army Security Cooperation Strategy provides guidance
on Army priorities for security cooperation, it does not identify sta-
bility operations partners, as such. Rather, it identifies priority coun-
tries for the Army to work with in more general security cooperation
terms, based on OSD and COCOM guidance, and on Army priorities.

17 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, February 2008, pp. v, vii; General Casey, Opening Remarks,
Senate Armed Service Committee, 26 February 2008.

18 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, February 2008, pp. vii, viii, 3-1, 3-12 to 3-17.
9 HQDA, Stability Operations, FM 3-07, October 2008, p. iv.
20 HQDA, Stability Operations, FM 3-07, October 2008, pp. vi to vii.
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Despite the lack of specific guidance that explicitly connects stabil-
ity operations with BPC, Army-led workshops on stability operations
almost always include some aspect of the need to build the capacity of
partner armies for stability (or, more specifically, for “stability opera-
tions,” which is the Army’s term of preference).?!

Relevant U.S. Army Capabilities for Stability Operations

Currently the Army’s stated purpose for stability operations is to create
security conditions that “allow the other instruments of state power to
become preeminent.”? This objective is accomplished by a combina-
tion of five primary stability tasks, also called the Army’s “logical lines

of operation” (LLOs):

* Civil security. Focuses on the protection of the populace from
internal and external threats.

* Civil control. Focuses on regulating the behavior and activities of
groups in order to allow for the provision of security and essential
services while military forces are conducting operations.

* Restoration of essential services. Focuses on establishing or
restoring basic services and protecting them until local or host-
nation authorities can provide them.

* Support to governance. Focuses on establishing conditions that
allow for the transfer of authority to civilian and host-nation
agencies.

* Support to economic and infrastructure development. Focuses
on supporting economic and infrastructure development that
helps develop host-nation capability and capacity in these areas.??

21 Examples of such workshops include those hosted by the Army Peacekeeping and Stabil-
ity Operations Institute at the Army War College and the Army UNIFIED QUEST Title 10
exercise series. RAND Arroyo Center study team members attended these events.

22 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, p. 3-14.
23 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, pp. 3-12 to 3-14.
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These LLOs align with the stability operations JOC end state
of reaching “full host nation responsibility across the MME:s in the
context of a new domestic order resolving earlier sources of instabil-
ity to ensure a viable, sustainable peace,” and they square the lack of
DoD guidance on stability operations missions with the heavy focus
from the State Department on post-conflict reconstruction.? In addi-
tion, the five primary stability tasks are roughly equivalent to the State
Department’s ETM sectors and DoD’s MMEs.?5

Given the State Department ETMs and DoD MME:s for stability
operations discussed above, the study team was able to align the Army’s
LLOs, as shown in Table 2.3. As a result, this mapping enabled the
team to identify the necessary stability operations capabilities that are
directly relevant to the broad Army missions.

Table 2.3
Mapping the State Department ETM Sectors, DoD Major Mission Elements,
and Army Logical Lines of Operation

ETM Technical Sector Major Mission Element Logical Lines of
(DOS) (DoD) Operation (Army)

Establish and maintain a

: Civil security
safe and secure environment

Security

Conduct strategic
communications Support to governance

Establish representative,
effective governance and

Governance and
participation

Justice and reconciliation | tne rule of law Civil control
Deliver humanitarian
e . assistance
Humanitarian assistance — . .
Reconstruct critical Restore essential services

and social well-being .
infrastructure and restore

essential services

Support economic
and infrastructure
development
END STATE: The establishment of a new domestic order resolving earlier sources of
instability to ensure a viable and sustainable peace.
SOURCES: Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, December
2006, pp. iv, 21; S/CRS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005.

Economic stabilization Support economic
and infrastructure development

24 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, December 2006, p. C-1.
25 HQDA, Operations, FM 3-0, February 2008, Figure 3-3.
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The ETM sectors and MMEs help organize the types of capa-
bilities that the Army needs to develop in order to be able to conduct
a wide range of activities in support of broad stability goals. In many
cases, the types of capabilities needed for these missions will be simi-
lar. For example, providing shelter for refugees will be similar when
conducting either a disaster relief mission or a post-conflict reconstruc-
tion mission. On the other hand, it is important to be able to discern
between tasks conducted during peacetime and the same tasks con-
ducted during irregular warfare or major combat operations. Providing
for refugees in the middle of a war will require a higher level of support
from military forces than civilians. Therefore, it is not enough to focus
on building a capability without also thinking about how those capa-
bilities will be utilized in support of which missions.

The following sections introduce and define the critical capabili-
ties associated with the stability operations MMEs list above. Each
MME section includes working definitions of required stability oper-
ations capabilities, which are drawn from official DOS and DoD
guidance. Appendix A expands upon this information by providing
more detailed definitions for these required capabilities, lists the State
Department sectoral subtasks associated with those capabilities, and,
where necessary, provides more information as to how we constructed

the MMEs.

Establish and Maintain a Safe and Secure Environment

Of the six MMEjs, establishing and maintaining a safe and secure envi-
ronment is the most relevant one for the Army, and the most likely
to call on Army capabilities for its implementation. The primary pur-
pose of this MME is to create a situation where the security within
a country is sufficient to allow the general populace to routinely go
about its business. A safe, secure environment facilitates the conduct of
large-scale, civilian-led external assistance efforts, as well as host-nation
activities for reconstruction.?® A key part of this process is the develop-
ment a self-sustaining public law-and-order system operating in accor-
dance with internationally recognized standards and with respect for

26 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, December 2006, p. 33.
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internationally recognized human rights and freedoms. Civilian orga-
nizations are primarily responsible for civil law and order and have the
primary responsibility to work with the host nation to train, advise,
and support their efforts to establish a viable rule-of-law system and
facilitate social recovery.?”

Several capabilities flow from this MME:

* Conduct peace operations. Conduct tactical military operations
designed to monitor, facilitate, or enforce the implementation of
an agreement, either negotiated or imposed, that are intended to
create the condition for conflict resolution in order to establish
and maintain peace. This includes ceasefires, truces, or other such
agreements.?®

* Conduct disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration oper-
ations in support of war-to-peace transitions by reducing or elimi-
nating belligerent armed forces and the supply of armed weapons
and through facilitating the return of ex-combatants to sustain-
able civilian livelihoods.

* Develop and sustain armed services and intelligence forces that
can conduct legitimate self-defense operations to maintain con-
trol or regain control over national territory. This includes the
ability to create professional military and intelligence forces that
are transparent and accountable to the civilian government.?

* Establish and maintain border and boundary control and regu-
late the movement of people and goods across them.?

27 Derived from JCS, Peace Operations, JP 3-07.3, October 2007.

28 Task OP 3.3.1, Conduct Peacekeeping Operations in the Joint Operations Area; task OP
3.3.2, Conduct Peace Enforcement Operations in the Joint Operations Area. From JCS,
Universal Joint Task List, CJCSM 3500.04D, August 2005, p. B-C-C-69.

29 Peace and Security program subelement 3.6.1, Territorial Security and Governing Justly
and Democratically; program element 2.5, Governance of the Security Sector. From Foreign
Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

30 Derived from the FM 3-07.31 definition of border control. ALSA Center, Multi-Service
Tactics, Techniques and Procedures for Conducting Peace Operations, FM 3-07.31, October
2003, p. 111-1.
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* Establish and maintain freedom of movement. Ensure the unin-
hibited movement of civilian traffic and commerce so as to allow
the resumption of normal activity and to guarantee the right
of transit of NGOs, noncombatants, and stability operations
personnel.’!

* Establish an identification regime. Plan, establish, and enforce
a civilian identification regime, including documents relating to
personal identification, property ownership, court records, voter
registries, birth certificates, and driving licenses.?

* Provide interim public order. Ensure a lawful and orderly envi-
ronment and suppress criminal behavior. This includes the ability
to protect vulnerable noncombatants and to engage in crowd and
disturbance control operations.??

* Conduct civilian police operations. Establish and sustain effec-
tive, professional, and accountable law enforcement services with
the capacity to protect persons, property, and democratic institu-
tions against criminal and other extralegal elements.>

* Conduct emergency clearance operations to remove or neutralize
mines and unexploded ordnance that are an immediate threat to
civilians and stability operations personnel.®

* Provide protective services. Protect key political and societal lead-
ers from assassination, kidnapping, injury, or embarrassment.3

31 HQDA, Stability Operations and Support Operations, FM 3-07, February 2003, pp. 2-2,
4-9 to 4-10, 4-17.

32 This is a part of population and resource control operations. See HQDA, Counterinsur-
gency, EM 3-24, December 2006, p. 5-21; HQDA, Army Universal Task List, FM 7-15, July
2006, pp. 6-112 to 6-113.

33 Derived from the definition for Army Tactical Task 7.7.2.2, Provide Law and Order.
HQDA, Army Universal Task List, FM 7-15, July 2006, p. 7-41.

34 Derived from the Peace and Security program subelement 3.7, Law Enforcement Reform,
Restructuring, and Operations definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Struc-
ture and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

35 HQDA, Army Universal Task List, FM 7-15, July 2006, p. 5-4; HQDA, Stability Opera-
tions and Support Operations, FM 3-07, February 2003, pp. 2-2, 2-8 to 2-9.

36 Derived from the definition for Army Tactical Task 5.3.6.1, Provide Protective Services
for Selected Individuals. HQDA, Army Universal Task List, FM 7-15, July 2006, p. 5-74.
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* Protect critical installations and facilities from hostile actions.
This includes securing and protecting private property and facto-
ries, religious sites, cultural sites, military facilities, critical infra-
structure and natural resources, and public institutions.

* Protect reconstruction and stabilization personnel. Provide
physical security and logistical support for civilian personnel and
facilities engaged in stability operations.?”

* Coordinate indigenous and international security forces and
intelligence support for the purposes of accomplishing the opera-
tions objectives.? This includes the ability to integrate command,
control, and intelligence and information sharing arrangements
between international military, constabulary, and civilian police
forces and between the international and indigenous security
forces.

e DParticipate in stability operations-related regional security
arrangements. Negotiate, participate in, and comply with regional
security arrangements, including those that enhance border secu-
rity and control as well as regional security.

Establish Representative, Effective Governance and the Rule of Law
The objective of this MME is to establish and maintain the institu-
tions and processes required for representative and effective local and
national governance that the indigenous population accepts as legiti-
mate.” The development of effective governing institutions is a key

37 Derived from Peace and Security program subelement 3.1.6, Armed Physical Security, in
Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006. See also
task ST 4.3.2, Provide Supplies and Services for Theater Forces, JCS, Universal Joint Task
List, CJCSM 3500.04D, August 2005, p. B-C-B-66 and HQDA, Stability Operations and
Support Operations, FM 3-07, February 2003, p. 4-10.

38 Derived from the Joint Interagency/international/multinational/ NGO Coordination tier
1 joint capability area. Joint Capability Areas Tier 1 and Supporting Tier 2 Lexicon: Post 24
August 2006 JROC, August 2006, pp. 42—43.

39 Derived from the DoD definition for establishing representative, effective government
and the rule of law. DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
20006, p. 61.
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requirement for establishing government legitimacy and is important
for establishing lasting stability.#° This includes the existence of mean-
ingful avenues of public participation and oversight, substantive sepa-
ration of powers through institutional checks and balances, and gov-
ernmental transparency and integrity, which is a key component of
government effectiveness and political stability.4! These capabilities are
primarily civilian-led tasks.

* Establish a temporary civil administration until an effective
indigenous or local government can be constituted.

* Establish executive authority. Establish, develop, and main-
tain executive offices, ministries, and independent governmental
bodies that operate efficiently and effectively, incorporate dem-
ocratic principles, are responsive to the public, are accountable,
and which can implement and enforce laws, regulations, and
policies.®

* Establish, develop, and maintain legislatures and legislative pro-
cesses that uphold democratic practices, produce effective legisla-
tion and regulations, are responsive to the populace, encourage
public participation in policymaking, hold themselves and the
executive branch accountable, and oversee the implementation of
government programs, budgets, and laws.*

40 HQDA, FM 3-24, December 2006, p. 5-15.

41 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program area 2, Good Gover-
nance, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20
October 2006.

42 Derived from Army Tactical Task 6.16.6, Establish Temporary Civil Administration.
HQDA, Army Universal Task List, FM 7-15, July 2006, p. 6-120; HQDA, Civil Affairs Oper-
ations, FM 41-10, February 2000, pp. 2-27 to 2-33, G-3.

43 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 2.2, Public
Sector Executive Function, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure
and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

44 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 2.1, Legislative
Function and Processes, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and
Definitions, 20 October 2006.
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* Assist local governance to effectively plan, manage, finance,
deliver, and account for local public goods and services.

* Enhance transparency and anti-corruption. Make transparent
and accountable the government institutions, processes, and poli-
cies. This includes the capability to enforce anti-corruption laws
and regulations.®

* Conduct legitimate elections that are a legitimate contestation of
ideas and political power and which reflect the will of the people.
This includes the capability to establish, develop, and maintain a
legal and regulatory framework that allows political parties and
entities to operate within a competitive multiparty system.4¢

* Help establish, develop, and sustain viable political parties and
political entities that are effective and accountable, that represent
and respond to citizens’ interests, and that govern responsibly and
effectively.”

* Build civil society. Enable citizens to freely organize, advocate,
and communicate with their government and with each other.*8

* Build a free media. Establish, develop, and sustain a broadly
functioning independent media sector that can reinforce and
foster democratic governance.

4 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program area 4, Civil Society,
definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October
2006.

46 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 3.2, Elections
and Political Processes, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and
Definitions, 20 October 2006.

47 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 3.3, Demo-
cratic Political Parties, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and
Definitions, 20 October 2006.

48 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 2.4, Anti-Cor-
ruption Reforms, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Defini-
tions, 20 October 2006.

4 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 4.2, Media
Freedom and Freedom of Information, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program
Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.
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* Provide an interim criminal justice system capable of sustain-
ing law and order until an indigenous capacity to do so has been
developed or restored.>

* Provide judicial personnel and infrastructure. Establish, develop,
and maintain an effective, accountable, and procedurally fair civil
and criminal justice institution as well as provide the personnel
required for its operation. The system should be capable of ensur-
ing equality before the law by conducting fair trials.

* Establish, maintain, and operate a fair, transparent, and
accountable corrections system that complies with international
human rights standards.>!

* Foster legal system reform. Develop and sustain a democratic
legal and regulatory framework that is consistent with interna-
tional human rights standards.>

* Enforce property rights. Establish or improve transparent, equi-
table, and accountable institutions that resolve property disputes
and enforce property rights.>

e Safeguard human rights. Protect, promote, and enforce interna-
tionally recognized human rights standards.>*

* Conduct programs to combat human trafficking. Develop, exe-
cute, and sustain anti-trafficking programs and to provide sup-
port for and the protection of trafhicking victims.»

30 Derived from JP 3-07.3, Peace Operations, October 2007.

5! Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 1.3, Justice
System, and Peace and Security program subelement 3.1.2, Corrections Assistance, defini-
tions in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

52 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program element 1.1, Constitu-
tions, Laws and Legal Systems, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Struc-
ture and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

53 Derived from the Economic Growth program subelement 6.1.1, Property Rights, defini-
tion in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

54 Derived from Governing Justly and Democratically program subelement 1.4, Human
Rights, in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

55 Derived from the Peace and Security program element 5.3, Trafficking-In-Persons and
Migrant Smuggling, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and
Definitions, 20 October 2006.
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* Support reconciliation to address past human rights abuses and
social traumas through legal procedures that build respect for the
rule of law. This is also intended to promote justice, psychological
relief and reconciliation in order to achieve a sustainable peace.5

* Address past war crimes and human rights violations through
retributive justice mechanisms such as war crimes courts and tri-
bunals that are transparent, accountable, and conform to interna-
tional legal norms.””

¢ Establish truth commissions and support remembrance. Address
past war crimes and human rights violations through restorative
justice mechanisms such as truth and reconciliation commissions
and reparations.>8

* Community rebuilding. The ability to provide the local populace
with the means to form a cohesive society.”

Deliver Humanitarian Assistance

The objective of this MME is to rapidly relieve or reduce the results
of natural or man-made disasters or other endemic conditions such as
human suffering, disease, or privation that might represent a serious
threat to life or that can result in great damage to or loss of property
through the delivery of humanitarian assistance.%® Such operations are
intended to be emergency in nature, and while they should help create
the foundations for long-term recovery and development, they are not a
substitute for the development investments required to reduce chronic

56 Derived from JP 3-07.3, Peace Operations, October 2007, p. TV-8.

57 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program subelement 1.1.3, Tran-
sitional Justice, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Defini-
tions, 20 October 2006.

38 Derived from the Governing Justly and Democratically program subelement 1.1.3, Tran-
sitional Justice, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Defini-
tions, 20 October 2006.

59 HQDA, Stability Operations, FM 3-07, October 2008, p. 3-9.

60 JCS, Peace Operations, JP 3-07.3, October 2007, p. IV-5; DoD, Military Support to SSTR
Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006, p. 42.
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poverty or establish social services.®! The effective delivery of humani-
tarian assistance requires the ability to obtain and redistribute essen-
tial supplies, food, and medicine within an affected region, or deliver
essential items that are not available locally or regionally to the disaster
sites.?

The required capabilities for this MME are listed below and are
drawn primarily from the stability operations JOC, but also include
elements from the State Department’s ETM.

* Conduct refugee and internally displaced persons operations.
Plan, construct, and operate camps and facilities for refugees and
internally displaced persons.®

* Provide emergency power supply. Promptly deliver, operate,
and maintain electrical power generation equipment to affected
regions.*

* Provide emergency water supply and sanitation services.
Promptly deliver, operate, and maintain emergency water purifi-
cation, water distribution systems, and meet basic sanitation stan-
dards in the affected regions.

* Provide emergency food and non-food relief. Promptly deliver
and distribute emergency food and non-food supplies to affected
regions.®¢

61 Derived from the Humanitarian Assistance definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized
Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

2 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006, p. 59.

63 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
20006, p. 60; and DOS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks.

64 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 59.

65 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 59; and DOS, Humanitarian Assistance program subelement 1.2.2, Water and
Sanitation Commodities and Services, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program
Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

66 Derived from the S/ICRS ETM, shelter construction.
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* Provide emergency shelter. Plan and execute emergency shel-
ter programs and deliver the required supplies in the affected
regions.®’

* Provide emergency medical treatment. Provide timely emer-
gency medical treatment and prophylaxis to people affected by
natural or man-made disasters.®

* Conduct humanitarian de-mining operations. Completely
remove all mines and unexploded ordnance after the end of hos-
tilities in order to safeguard the civilian population within a geo-
political boundary.®

Reconstruct Critical Infrastructure and Restore Essential Services

The objective of this MME is to address the life support need of the
indigenous population. In an unstable environment, the U.S. military
may initially have the lead role in this task, as other agencies may not
be present or may lack the capability and capacity to meet the needs of
the indigenous population. Due to uncertainties in the security envi-
ronment, the military must be prepared to perform these tasks for
an extended period and under difficult security circumstances” in an
effort to prevent the loss of life and the spread of insurgency.”

* Restore, establish, and maintain firefighting services capable of
a timely response to property fires.”?

67 Derived from the S/ICRS ETM, shelter construction.
8 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006, p. 60.

69 Derived from the definition for de-mining in FM 20-32. HQDA, Mine/Countermine
Operations, FM 20-32, October 2002, pp. 9-2, 9-7. See also Peace and Security program
subelement 3.4, Explosive Remnants of War, in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program
Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006. JP 3-07.3 categorizes humanitarian de-mining
as a security function. JCS, Peace Operations, JP 3-07.3, October 2007, p. IV-4.

70 HQDA, FM 3-24, 2006, pp. 5-14 to 5-15.
71 JCS, Peace Operations, JP 3-07.3, October 2007, p. IV-9.
72 Derived from HQDA, FM 3-24, 2006, p. 5-15.
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* Build, restore, maintain, and operate water purification plants
and potable water distribution systems.”> The primary objective
of this ability is to ensure that water treatment plants and the dis-
tribution systems for potable water are functional.”

* Build, restore, maintain, and operate power generation grids to
ensure the local distribution of electrical power.”

* Build, restore, maintain, and operate schools and universities.”
The primary objective of this capability is to ensure that schools
and universities are open, staffed, and supplied.””

* Repair and maintain transportation networks. Repair, con-
struct, maintain, and operate roads, bridges, tunnels, ports, and
airfields for road, rail, air, and sea transportation.”

* Repair and maintain public health facilities. Repair, build,
maintain, and operate primary health care clinics, hospitals, and
other elements of the health care system.”

* Maintain public sanitation. In the uncertain aftermath of a nat-
ural disaster, man-made disaster, or conflict, the ability to repair,
construct, maintain, and operate sewage disposal systems and
collect and dispose of garbage.®°

73 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 60.

74 HQDA, FM 3-24, 2006, p. 5-15.

75 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
20006, p. 60; and S/CRS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005, pp. IV-15
to I'V-16.

76 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
20006, p. 60; and S/CRS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005, p. III-10.

77 HQDA, FM 3-24, 2006, p. 5-15.

78 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 60.

79 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
20006, p. 60; and S/CRS, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Essential Tasks, April 2005, pp. I11-8 to
I11-10.

80 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 60.
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* Build, restore, maintain, and operate telecommunication net-
works. In the uncertain aftermath of a natural disaster, man-
made disaster, or conflict, the ability to build, restore, maintain,
and operate telecommunication networks.®!

Support Economic Development

The primary goal of this MME is to promote economic development
that addresses near-term problems such as large-scale unemployment
and the re-establishment of economic activity in a way that lays the
foundation for sustained economic growth that stimulates indigenous
economic activity. A viable economy is a key component of stability
and reinforces government legitimacy.?

* Generate employment. Design, fund, and implement public
works initiatives to stimulate micro- and small enterprise, as well
as workforce development programs that rapidly provide employ-
ment for the indigenous population.®?

* Develop monetary policy. Develop mechanisms and institutions,
including the ability to set and control interest rates, that allow
the government to manage the economy by expanding or con-
tracting the money supply.$4

* Develop and apply fiscal policy and governance. Develop and
apply sustainable, efficient, and transparent fiscal policies that can
generate the resources required to sustain key public functions.®

81 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 60.

82 Derived from the Army and DoD definitions for supporting economic development.
HQDA, FM 3-25, December 2006; DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Ver-
sion 2.0, December 2006, pp. 43—44.

83 Derived from DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December
2006, p. 61; the S/CRS essential tasks for this sectoral task.

84 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 1.2, Monetary Policy, definition in
Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

85 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 1.1, Fiscal Policy, definition in
Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.
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* Promote general economic policies.

¢ Establish, develop, regulate, and sustain a well-functioning and
equitable financial sector.5¢

* Manage and control both foreign and domestic borrowing and
debt.8”

* Establish, develop, sustain, and enforce trade policies, laws,
regulations, and administrative practices that support improve-
ment in the trade environment and which facilitate international
trade.®8

* Promote a market economy. The ability to support the establish-
ment or re-establishment of a functioning market economy.

* Promote legal and regulatory reform. The ability to support the
development of a legal and regulatory framework supportive of a
market economy.

* Promote agricultural development. The ability to support the
establishment or re-establishment of viable agricultural sector
capable of long-term growth.®

* Establish a social safety net. The ability to support the establish-
ment social safety net programs.

* Build and maintain transportation infrastructure. The ability to
design, execute, and sustain investment and regulatory programs
that support and strengthen reliable and affordable transportation
systems, including roads, airports, railways, and ports.?

86 Derived from the Economic Growth program area 3, Financial Sector, definition in For-
eign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.

87 Derived from the Economic Growth program subelement 1.2.5, Debt Management, def-
inition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October
2006.

88 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 2.1, Trade and Investment
Enabling Environment, definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and
Definitions, 20 October 2006.

89 HQDA, Stability Operations, FM 3-07, October 2008, p. 3-17.

90 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 4.3, Transport Services, definition
in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October 2006.



BPC for Stability Operations: Roles, Missions, and Capabilities 49

* Develop, strengthen, and support telecommunications infra-
structure through investment and regulatory reform.”

* Develop and maintain energy infrastructure. Develop, execute,
and sustain programs that increase the efficiency and reliability
of energy services and which promote investment in the develop-
ment, transport, processing, and utilization of indigenous energy
sources and imported fuels.”

* Build and maintain general infrastructure. Develop, execute,
and sustain general infrastructure programs that promote over-
all and municipal indigenous governance, commerce, and social
well-being 3

Conduct Strategic Communications

The primary goal of this MME is to effectively communicate to key
local and foreign audiences information regarding the stability opera-
tion in order to preserve conditions favorable to achieving the overall
stability operation goals and objectives.”

* Conduct public information and communication activities.
Support the objectives of the stability operation through the com-
munication of truthful, timely, and factual unclassified informa-
tion within the area of operations to foreign, domestic, and inter-
nal audiences.”

91 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 4.2, Communications Services,
definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October
2006.

92 Derived from the Economic Growth program element 4.1, Modern Energy Services,
definition in Foreign Assistance Standardized Program Structure and Definitions, 20 October
2006.

93 Derived from the S/CRS essential tasks for this sectoral task.
94 DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Version 2.0, December 2006, pp. 61-62.

95 Derived from the Joint Public Affairs Operations tier 1 joint capability area definition.
Joint Capability Areas Tier 1 and Supporting Tier 2 Lexicon: Post 24 August 2006 JROC,
August 2006, p. 37. An alternative definition derived from the SSTR Operations JOC'is “the
capability to conduct effective strategic communications that engage key local and foreign
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Conclusion

This chapter provides an overview of the building partner capacity
roles for the State Department, USAID, and DoD, and describes in
greater detail the roles, missions, and capabilities for stability opera-
tions for DoD and the State Department. In particular, we have iden-
tified and briefly described the critical capabilities that are required for
each major mission element. The two main areas outlined in this chap-
ter, BPC and stability operations, indicate that there is no overarching
interagency strategy for using BPC activities to build specific stability
capabilities. To develop such a strategy, mechanisms for aligning Army,
DoD, and national BPC for stability operations planning and resourc-
ing will need to be constructed at different organizational levels. At the
highest level, this could entail establishing a security sector assistance
mechanism, jointly managed by DoD and DOS, for determining over-
all BPC goals and responsibilities, to include those relevant to stabil-
ity operations.”® At an intermediate level, DoD and DOS agencies in
Washington and overseas could collectively determine objectives for
employing and developing resources and capabilities. At a lower level,
DoD and DOS security assistance planners and programmers could
formulate detailed BPC for stability operations “roadmaps” for priority
partner countries, perhaps within the context of Army and other DoD
security cooperation and campaign planning conferences.

Although DoD must also be prepared to support civilian agencies
in all six of the MME categories above, and possibly be able to conduct
key tasks in all categories on its own or at least until civilian agencies
are able to do so, it will probably focus its resources on the first mis-

audiences in order to create, strengthen, or preserve conditions favorable to the achievement
of overall SSTR goals and objectives.” DoD, Military Support to SSTR Operations JOC, Ver-
sion 2.0, December 2006, p. 61.

96 A potential model for this interagency approach is the United Kingdom’s Conflict Pre-
vention Pool, which allows the Ministry of Defence, Foreign and Commonwealth Office,
and Department for International Development to collectively manage resources and fund-
ing for conflict prevention and post-conflict stabilization. See UK Department for Interna-
tional Development, 7he Global Conflict Prevention Pool: A Joint UK Government Approach
to Reducing Conflict. As of February 2010:
heep://www.dfid.gov.uk/Documents/publications/global-conflict-prevention-pool.pdf
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sion element, “provide a safe and secure environment.”’ Therefore, we
will use this MME as an illustrative end state in the descriptive analy-
sis and in-depth case studies that follow in Chapters Three and Four,
respectively.

97 The study team chose to use the DoD term “establish and maintain a safe and secure envi-
ronment” throughout this report rather than the FM 3-0 term “civil security.” Both refer to
the same stability mission.






CHAPTER THREE

BPC for Stability Operations Programs and
Activities

Having synthesized U.S. government guidance in order to identify
roles, missions, and capabilities for building partner capacity to con-
duct stability operations, this chapter describes the BPC for stability
operations activities and programs currently being conducted by the
Department of Defense, other U.S. government agencies, and major
U.S. allies. This analysis will help Army leaders to better understand
what BPC for stability operations programs and activities are being
conducted—both within the Army and elsewhere.

This baseline analysis indicates that the U.S. Army has policy, plan-
ning, and resource management authority over only a small fraction of
these activities; most are controlled and managed by other DoD com-
ponents, civilian government agencies (particularly DOS), and major
U.S. allies. In a capacity-building environment in which the Army is
only one player among many, Army security cooperation planners and
executors should attempt not only to understand what others are doing
and why but also to tailor their programs and activities to ensure that
they complement, or at least do not work at cross-purposes with, the
efforts being pursued by other capacity-building organizations.

Although many BPC programs include different kinds of activi-
ties and events (also known as methods or “ways”), the primary activity
types include

e conferences
* workshops

53
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* information exchanges
* training
e cducation.

Although the lack of detailed, comprehensive, and accessible data
makes even descriptive analysis difficult, it is clear that a significant
number of BPC events in certain combatant commands are focused on
stability operations. For example, in SOUTHCOM’s case, the largest
share of stability operations events is focused on building partner capac-
ity. Stability operations activities directly executed by the United States
and nonspecialized BPC activities that are useful for stability opera-
tions compose important parts of SOUTHCOM’s security cooperation
portfolio. Interestingly, focused BPC for stability operations programs
are largely associated with capabilities different from those in “direct”
stability operations events. Also, stability operations-useful events are
disproportionately targeted at one country, whereas stability operations-
related events are more equally distributed across multiple countries.

Most U.S. and allied efforts to build partner capacity for stability
operations take place within Europe and Africa and focus on establish-
ing a safe and secure environment through education, training, and
exercises. In contrast to the United States, however, the allies favor
a long-term approach to working with partners, primarily because of
their cultural and colonial ties with certain countries and regions.

In an effort to provide a thorough overview of BPC for stabil-
ity operations activities, this chapter first examines a few relevant U.S.
Army programs before turning to select DoD and non-DoD programs.
The second main section provides an overview of our analysis of the
BPC for stability operations events that occurred in FYs 2005-2006 in
countries within SOUTHCOM’s area of responsibility, as captured by
that command’s Theater Security Cooperation Management Informa-
tion System. This analysis provides a detailed picture of programs and
activities that were conducted over a two-year period by the U.S. mili-
tary in a part of the world (Latin America and the Caribbean) where
capacity building and stability operations have long been important
security concerns. The process outlined below of categorizing TSCMIS
events related to BPC and stability operations should be helpful in
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establishing a baseline for future DoD security cooperation planning
and programming not only in SOUTHCOM but also in other regional
commands—in particular, U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), where
U.S. security interests resemble those in SOUTHCOM. The final sec-
tion of this chapter is an overview of allied stability operations programs
in order to identify possible partnering opportunities and to avoid over-
laps and fill existing gaps. In particular, we review programs in Austra-
lia, Canada, France, Germany, Turkey, and the United Kingdom.

U.S. Government Programs and Activities

As mentioned above, our analysis found that the Army conducts a rela-
tively small share of all BPC for stability operations programs. In our
review of 94 U.S. government programs, only 15 were Army-led pro-
grams. We cast a wide net in an effort to identify as many U.S. govern-
ment programs related to BPC for stability operations as possible.! We
discovered that many U.S. government actors are involved in BPC for
stability operations around the world, including;

* Department of Defense (including the U.S. Army)

* Department of State

* U.S. Agency for International Development

* Department of Homeland Security (e.g., Coast Guard, Customs
and Border Patrol)

* Department of Justice

e Department of Energy

* Department of Agriculture

* Department of Commerce

* Department of Transportation.

Although we cannot say for certain that we have identified all
related BPC for stability operations programs, we have identified the

' This analysis entailed a thorough review of relevant literature, databases, and official doc-

uments, as well as focused discussions with a variety of program managers.
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largest and most prominent programs conducted by the interagency
actors. Examples are provided in the short sections that follow. A more
complete listing can be found in Appendix B (Tables B.1-B.4).

We examined the overall objective of each program (also called
the program “end”) according to the six DoD major mission elements
(as detailed in Chapter Two) and found that the majority of programs
best support the “establish and maintain a safe and secure environ-
ment” MME. Table 3.1 provides a snapshot of how the programs we
examined relate to each of the MME:s.

Although Table 3.1 shows that the “establish and maintain a safe
and secure environment” MME is by far the most prevalent, more than
half of all U.S. stability operations activities also address other MMEs,
most notably “reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore essential
services” and “support economic development.” In particular, many
USAID programs have the former as the primary MME because they
address public health or development of essential infrastructure.?

We refer to “primary” MME focus in Table 3.1 because many
of the programs and related activities and events we examined could
potentially fall into more than one category. For example, a COCOM
exercise on disaster response could address both the “safe and secure

Table 3.1
BPC for Stability Operations Programs Linked to MMEs
Other Total Other U.S.

Primary Major Mission Element Army DoD DoD Government
Establish ar\d maintain a safe and 6 15 27 28
secure environment
Establish representative, effective 3 1 1 5
governance and the rule of law

Deliver humanitarian assistance 6 2 8 3
Reconstruct critical infrastructure

. : 0 0 0 1"

and restore essential services

Support economic development 0 0 0 14
Conduct strategic communications 0 0 0 0

2 Discussion with USAID, April 2007.
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environment” MME but might also address the “humanitarian assis-
tance” MME. Likewise, an Army Corps of Engineers workshop might
address the MMEs of “reconstruct critical infrastructure and restore
essential services” and “support economic development.”

U.S. Army Programs

Of the 15 U.S. Army BPC for stability operations programs that we
examined, a plurality support the “establish and maintain a safe and
secure environment” MME.

Of those, one of the largest and most developed is the Army’s
Military Personnel Exchange Program (MPEP), which was established
to foster mutual understanding between the military establishment
of each participating nation by giving exchange personnel familiar-
ity with the organization, administration, and operations of the host
organization. The ranks and grades of the exchanged personnel will
be equal (as much as possible), as agreed upon by the participating
armies, and the types of MPEP activities range from education to
joint training to human rights programs. These training and working
relationships establish, on a mutually agreeable basis, an understand-
ing and appreciation for the policies and doctrines of the respective
armies. The main benefit of the exchange program is that it promotes a
mutual understanding of how other militaries operate, which is invalu-
able when allied forces conduct operations together, especially on short
notice, and are required to produce effective combat power. In addi-
tion, these exchanges reassure potential future allies and partners of
America’s goodwill and its strength, build professionalism and respect
for rights and democracy, and open and sustain unofhicial channels of
communication and influence.

The U.S. Army also has a number of rule-of-law programs in
place. Aside from the rule-of-law/governance programs being con-
ducted at the brigade level throughout Iraq and Afghanistan, the fol-

lowing are notable Army rule-of-law initiatives:

e The West Point Center for the Rule of Law (CRL) is an academic
and military center dedicated to promoting a profound respect for
the rule of law during both peacetime and armed conflict.
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* The Judge Advocate General’s Legal Center and School (TJA-
GLCS) conducts an interagency rule-of-law course for those
deploying to conduct such missions.

* 'The Center for Law and Military Operations (CLAMO) collects
lessons learned with regard to rule of law and other facets of sta-
bility operations. In addition, it publishes a Rule of Law Hand-
book for deploying rule-of-law practitioners.

Other Department of Defense Programs
Although the Army has the lead for many key BPC for stability oper-
ations programs, we examined a number of other relevant stability
operations programs throughout DoD, most of which also support the
“establish and maintain a safe and secure environment” MME.
Perhaps the most relevant DoD program supporting BPC for
stability operations is the Center for Hemispheric Defense Stud-
ies (CHDS) with its education, research, outreach, and knowledge-
sharing activities on defense and security issues affecting the Americas.?
As well as fostering partnerships and advancing defense and security
decisionmaking processes, CHDS offers advanced courses in stability
operations to expand participants’ knowledge and abilities to plan and
conduct such missions. It also provides National Security Planning
Workshops that allow decisionmakers in the Western Hemisphere
to meet and address stability operation issues. A fairly new initiative,
the Faculty Outreach Program, brings one or two faculty members to
countries with active CHDS alumni associations to update alumni on
the center’s latest initiatives and, perhaps more importantly, to present
research on major topics, including stability operations. In these ways,
CHDS is a valuable tool that supports BPC for stability operations.

Other U.S. Government Programs

As Table 3.1 shows, there are also many non-DoD programs that sup-
port BPC for stability operations objectives across a greater range of
primary MMEs than the DoD programs.

3 CHDS’s web site: http://www.ndu.edu/chds/
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For example, the Export Control and Related Border Security
Assistance (EXBS) program is an interagency program managed by
DOS yet implemented by the departments of State, Commerce, Energy,
and Homeland Security.* The aim of EXBS is to prevent the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction and missile delivery systems, as
well as conventional weapons, by helping foreign governments estab-
lish and implement effective export control systems. The program helps
countries improve their capability to prevent and interdict shipments
by providing practical assistance tailored to each country’s needs. For
example, there are currently 20 dedicated program advisors at U.S.
embassies working to coordinate and implement the EXBS program.
A real advantage of this program is the broad range of countries it
works with. For example, the EXBS focuses on both weapons of mass
destruction “source countries” as well as states on potential smuggling
routes. Similarly, EXBS works on a regional and multilateral basis in
order to harmonize national export control systems with international
standards and facilitate information sharing.

Another good representative example of a non-DoD program that
helps build partner capacity for stability operations is the Department
of Justice’s International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance
Program (ICITAP).> Although it is a Department of Justice program,
DOS, USAID, DoD and the Millennium Challenge Corporation are
also involved. The main goal of this program is to develop professional
law enforcement institutions that protect human rights, combat cor-
ruption, and reduce the threat of transnational crime and terrorism.
ICITAP achieves this goal by providing technical assistance, equip-
ment, and training to countries worldwide in the field of forensic sci-
ences. The program tends to design each partnership with the individ-
ual host country and to date has worked with more than 60 countries.

Appendix B includes a series of tables that provide brief synopses
of each of the Army, other DoD, and other U.S. government BPC for

stability operations programs that we examined in our analysis. The

4 EXBS’s web site: http://www.state.gov/t/isn/ecc/c27911.htm
> ICITAP’s web site: http://www.usdoj.gov/criminal/icitap/
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following section provides an overview of BPC for stability operations
activities conducted by key allies around the world.

Programs and Activities in the SOUTHCOM Region

U.S. SOUTHCOM Events

In contrast to the previous qualitative analyses of U.S. government and
allied activities around the world, the RAND Arroyo Center team also
conducted a quantitative analysis of BPC for stability operations events
in the SOUTHCOM region. Our analysis suggests ways in which
event recording both inside and outside the combatant commands can
be changed to improve subsequent analysis, as well as ways in which
the stability operations concept itself can be expanded to more fully
incorporate event data.

Using the descriptive fields provided ina SOUTHCOM TSCMIS
activity report, we coded the capabilities developed in each event with
respect to their applicability to future stability operations. In so doing,
the stability operations concept was expanded beyond events tailored
directly for stability operations to include events that could serve as sta-
bility operations building blocks. This resulted in a richer understand-
ing of the combination of events that are being used to foster stability
operations capabilities, ways in which stability operations capabilities
are being constructed in individual partners, and variations in BPC for
stability operations strategy throughout the region.

We obtained the data for this analysis from SOUTHCOM in
April 2007. They represent most—but not all—of the DoD security
cooperation events that were conducted in SOUTHCOM'’s area of
responsibility (AOR) during FYs 2005 and 20006.

The following SOUTHCOM database variables proved relevant
to our quantitative BPC for stability operations analysis:

* Event title

* Event description

* Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) engagement category
* Event status

e Status justification
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e Country
 Total U.S. participants

* Total partner nation participants.

We used event titles and event descriptions as the major sources
of BPC for stability operations information. The JCS engagement
category field is a mix of security cooperation “ways”—such as com-
bined/multinational training—and “ends,” such as counternarcotics
assistance. Event status describes an event’s progress (planned, ongo-
ing, completed, or cancelled), while status justification is supposed to
provide the rationale for an event’s cancellation. The country variable
describes the location of an event, not necessarily the nationalities of
event participants. Total U.S. participants and total partner nation
participants contain values that range from none to several thousand.
Finally, funding information was not included within the SOUTH-
COM FYs 2005-2006 data file provided to us.

Coding Methodology
After initially examining and cleaning the SOUTHCOM data, we
determined whether or not each event prepared the United States and
partner nations for stability operations. We discovered that coding only
for events that pertained directly to stability operations was too exclu-
sive. Too many events indirectly related to stability operations were
being omitted. Therefore, we sliced the stability operations category
into the following pieces in order to provide a fuller, more nuanced
picture of the stability operations events being planned and conducted
in the SOUTHCOM AOR.

Stability operations-dedicated events satisty one or more of the
stability operations MME:s or capabilities described in Chapter Two
and Appendix A.

e BPC stability operations events: partner nations obtain skills,
information, etc. from the U.S. military.

* Direct stability operations events: the United States provides
direct assistance to partner nations (e.g., humanitarian relief or
development infrastructure).
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Stability operations-useful events can be thought of as opera-
tional building blocks that may be necessary to, but not sufhicient for,
the development of specific stability operations capabilities.¢ This cat-
egory included a wide range of events and activities, including training,
exercises, simulations, and courses.

Support events generally impart skills or information deemed
necessary for most kinds of military operations, not just stability oper-
ations. They do not directly address stability operations objectives or
capabilities.

Not applicable to stability operations applies to SOUTHCOM
events that are neither related to, nor useful for, stability operations.

The missing description field pertains to events whose titles and
descriptions are missing, making it impossible to determine their
objectives.

Summary of SOUTHCOM TSCMIS Analysis
Our analysis of SOUTHCOM TSCMIS data produced several broad
implications. In particular, COCOM (and eventually, U.S. Army)
TSCMIS datasets could be substantially improved if they were refined
to include stability operations-specific coding that enables a more accu-
rate baseline description of relevant security cooperation activities than
do the current TSCMIS security cooperation categories. These more
robust TSCMIS datasets could help OSD and Army decisionmakers
develop a BPC strategy—both in combination with detailed activity
assessments and in a systematic method for prioritizing partner nations.
However, the BPC for stability operations concept needs further
refinement before such a baseline can be established. Because U.S.
military doctrine historically has favored the development of general-

6 To appreciate the difference between stability operations-related and stability operations-
useful events, consider the following example. A unit that is trained in light infantry tactics
can be utilized “in a pinch” during a peacekeeping operation. Yet these units will lack the
specific training required to respond to all peacekeeping scenarios. Therefore, we define light
infantry training events as being stability operations-useful. By contrast, training events,
which deal with the consequences of a man-made or natural disaster, are classified as stabil-
ity operations-related because they prepare units to engage in a specific stability operations
activity.
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purpose over specialized forces, DoD needs to reach a consensus on a
method for evaluating the significance of security cooperation activi-
ties that are somewhat useful for building stability operations capacity
but not directly devoted to doing so. In addition, DoD components
that manage security cooperation activities for the purpose of building
partner capacity need to improve their data collection and maintenance
methods. Finally, for the sake of comprehensive analysis, event descrip-
tions should specifically include budget and manpower details as well as
clearly indicate the subject matter discussed and capabilities provided.
A detailed description of our methodology and specific findings
of our SOUTHCOM TSCMIS analysis can be found in a classified

annex, which is available from the lead authors.

Allies’ BPC for Stability Operations Activities

The following section summarizes, by country, some of the more
prominent allied BPC for stability operations programs and activities.
While many of these programs and activities focus on peacekeeping
training, the skills developed by this type of training are similar, if
not identical, to the skills developed by stability operations training.
We attempt to identify possible partnering opportunities that could
help the United States avoid overlaps and fill existing gaps in BPC for
stability operations. We realize that political imperatives may prevent
such partnerships on occasion, but at a minimum, this overview will
increase the Army’s and the U.S. government’s visibility into relevant
allied programs.”

This chapter examines the activities of six allies (listed in alpha-
betical order): Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Turkey, and the
United Kingdom. These allies were chosen for three reasons. First,
because they are all allies, there may be more partnering opportunities
for the United States. Second, these countries execute a comparatively

7" The approach to identifying allies’ BPC for stability operations activities focused on a
detailed review of available literature, focused discussions with U.S. Special Forces person-
nel who were familiar with some of the programs, and focused discussions with key allied
military personnel, where possible.
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large set of BPC for stability operations programs, many of which focus
on preparing partner countries for United Nations (U.N.) or regional
peacekeeping operations. Third, because the U.S. Army holds Army-
to-Army Staff Talks with each of these countries, increased Army vis-
ibility into these activities may lead to the addition of BPC partnering
issues to the Staff Talks agenda. Appendix B, Table B.5, provides a
detailed list of specific allies” activities.

Australia

Australia emphasizes long-term development of armed services with
the goal of building regional security and defense cooperation. Focused
on the South Pacific and Southeast Asia, Australia tends to work with
nations who share cultural, sociopolitical, and historical ties. Its coor-
dinating partners often include New Zealand, Tonga, Fiji, and Papua
New Guinea. In its training programs, Australia uses both conven-
tional and unconventional training methods and includes police forces
and civilian contingents of economists, development assistance special-
ists, and budget advisors.?

Australia is involved in various bilateral training exercises in the
region. For example, Australia’s military trains the Malaysian military,
while specialized Australian counterterrorism experts work with Indo-
nesia to coordinate security efforts. Also, Australia is especially involved
in building the domestic capability of the Solomon Islands through the
Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands, which includes
countering ethnic conflict and land rights issues, protecting the indig-
enous people, and assisting the government in restoring law and order.?

Canada

Canada focuses on strengthening the peacekeeping capabilities of for-
eign armed forces with the dual goals of establishing armies that can
contain and resolve internal/regional conflicts without outside assis-
tance and also increasing the quality and quantity of troops available

8 Discussions with Australian Department of Defense, April 2007.

9 RAMSI web site: http://www.ramsi.org
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for peace support missions under the aegis of an international organiza-
tion and/or the United Nations.

Canada’s primary training program is called the Directorate of
Military Training Cooperation Programme, which involves active-
duty soldiers and contractors to teach and train international forces
in language, professional development, and peace support missions.
Training occurs both at home—with conventional forces that conduct
routine training in Canada—and abroad—with specialized forces/
advisory teams being sent overseas. Canada focuses heavily on “train-
ing the trainers” by training mid- to senior-level officers, with the idea
that these leaders will educate their own forces.

Although there is not an explicit regional focus, Canada contin-
ues to focus its efforts on nations in Africa, Eastern Europe, and Cen-
tral and South America. This geographic consistency is primarily due
to the standards countries must meet to receive training rather than
a planned regional bias. As a way to encourage partner participation,
Canada generously contributes to its trainees’ tuition.!

France

France emphasizes long-term development of armed services with
the goal of establishing African armies that can police, contain, and
resolve state or regional conflicts effectively without outside assistance.
Focused on Africa because of its previous colonial ties there, France
attempts to provide its African partners with a corps of military experts
capable of conceiving, preparing, and participating in peacekeeping
operations under the aegis of an international organization and/or the
United Nations.

France’s primary training program with African nations is called
RECAMP, which involves active-duty soldiers, contractors, and
donors in its actions to train and organize African forces in peace-
keeping methods and in equipment. France focuses heavily on train-
ing and exercises, which usually involve French trainers and African

10 See National Defence and the Canadian Forces, “Directorate Military Training and
Cooperation: Background.” As of February 2010:
heep://www.forces.gc.ca/admpol/newsite/mtcpbackground-eng.html
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general-purpose soldiers."" Each exercise consists of individual train-
ing and unit-level training, and equipping units already or soon to be
engaged in peacekeeping operations.'? Key components of each exercise
include a political-military seminar (i.e., study the situation, prepare a
response); a staff exercise (i.e., simulate theater and necessary military
decisions to put operation into effect); and a field exercise (i.e., includes
testing methods of action in real time)."3 There have been five practical
training sessions to date, the first of which was held from 1996 to 1998
within the Economic Community of West African States and involved
four contributor countries and four donors. It concluded with the Gui-
dimakha exercise on the border of Senegal, Mali, and Mauritania.™
The most recent exercise was held in 2006 in Brazzaville, Congo."

Germany
Germany emphasizes long-term development of military and civil-
ian personal for U.N. operations within the framework of interna-
tional conflict prevention and crisis management. Germany works to
enhance the capacity of foreign armed forces through education and
training. The focus is primarily on peacekeeping skills, with the goal
of preparing soldiers to participate in future international crisis deploy-
ments under the United Nations or other international organizations.
Germany and its partners (e.g., Denmark, India, Italy, Japan,
Netherlands, Spain, and Switzerland) train friendly African regional

1 Discussions with officials from Special Operations Command Europe, March 2007.
12 Discussion with officials of the French Embassy to the United States, April 2007.

13 France Diplomatie, “France in the UN System,” February 21, 2006, French Foreign
Ministry web site. As of December 2009:
hetp://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/france-priorities_1/international-organizations_1100/
france-in-the-un-system_3281/index.html

14 The Guidimakha exercise occurred at the end of February 1998 and involved more than
3,500 soldiers from eight West African countries with participation of French, U.S., and
British units. This exercise marked the conclusion of the first cycle of the French RECAMP
practical training sessions.

15 United Nations RECAMP Programme, “Field Peacekeeping Training,” description on
U.N. web site.
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organizations and nations in peacekeeping and security skills.'® Ger-
many does this at two main training centers that are focused on
the long term and are associated with the United Nations. First, the
Bundeswehr U.N. Training Center is open to officers from all U.N.
member countries. Working in cooperation with the Bundeswehr
Center, the Center for International Peace Operations in Berlin offers
a security course for civilian peace workers.!” Second, the Kofi Annan
International Peacekeeping Training Centre in Ghana focuses on the
West Africa region and concentrates on enhancing the African regional
organizations’ capability to conduct peacekeeping training close to
numerous current operations.

Turkey
Turkey educates and trains forces from around the world in both
counterterrorism and peacekeeping skills. It emphasizes long-term devel-
opment of armed services and fosters political and economic relations
between participants. In particular, Turkey focuses on coalition train-
ing and education and provides a forum for networking opportunities.
Turkey has two main training centers, the Center for Excellence
Against Terrorism (COE-DAT) and the Partnership for Peace (PfP)
Training Center, both located in Ankara. At COE-DAT, contractors
and active-duty troops offer specialized training in counterterrorism to
military officials and civilians. Participants include nations in NATO,
PfP, and Mediterranean Dialogue, among others.’® Hosted by the
Turkish Command Forces, the PfP Training Center educates foreign
military personnel from PfP and NATO countries. It allows partner
countries to build individual relationships with NATO, choosing their
own priorities for cooperation.”

16 Kofi Annan International Peacekeeping Training Centre web site:
heep://www.kaiptc.org/home

17" Germany’s Federal Ministry of Defense web site: http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg; see
“security policy.”

18 COE-DAT web site: htep://www.cmmm. tsk.tr/

19 Partnership for Peace Training Center and its relationship with NATO:
http://www.nato.int/issues/pfp/index.html
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United Kingdom
In its BPC for stability operations efforts, the United Kingdom empha-
sizes strengthening domestic order by providing protective services
and building up indigenous forces with the goal of creating nations
that can contain and resolve local or regional conflicts effectively.
The United Kingdom focuses on providing its partners with military
experts—both active-duty soldiers as well as contracting services—
capable of conducting peacekeeping operations to increase the number
and strength of available participants for future U.N. peace missions.?

The United Kingdom BPC for stability operations efforts are
global and focus heavily on training and exercises, which tend to be
divided into three stages: training (structured), exercise (unstructured),
and operation (in effect). The United Kingdom makes a purposeful
effort not to tell a country what it needs. Instead, officials ask “what do
you need and how best can we deliver this training?”!

The United Kingdom has three major training programs:

* British Military Advisory and Training Team involves perma-
nently stationed conventional forces with long-term objectives of
protecting and training indigenous forces in peacekeeping meth-
ods, particularly in West Africa (especially Ghana) as well as Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe.?2

* British Peace Support Team is made up of specialized forces
that have a short-term focus of teaching indigenous forces spe-
cific peacekeeping skills, mainly in East Africa and the Caribbean
region.

20 Discussion with Ministry of Defence Assistant Director in the Policy Planning director-
ate, March 2007.

21 Discussions with a former British Naval Commander formerly involved with UK theater
security cooperation activities, February 2007.

22 UK Ministry of Defence Fact Sheet. As of January 2010:
http://www.mod.uk/Defencelnternet/FactSheets/OperationsFactsheets/
DefencelnAfricaBackgroundInformation.htm

Jan Richter, Radio Praha, “British Military Mission in Vyskov Extends Focus,” July 6,
2007. As of December 2009:
hetp://www.radio.cz/en/article/92145
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BPC for Stability Operations Programs and Activities 69

* International Military Advisory Training Team, made up of
both military and civilians, safeguards and develops the armed
services as well as focuses on securing essential services, restor-
ing vital infrastructure, and providing public order. This program
is working in Sierra Leone under the auspices of Exercise Green
Eagle.??

Summary

Overall, the majority of U.S. and allied BPC for stability operations
activities take place within the U.S. European Command (EUCOM)
and AFRICOM areas of responsibility. As with the United States, the
allies’ activities tend to focus on the goal or end state of “safe and secure
environment,” primarily by employing the ways of education, train-
ing, and exercises. Both the United States and its allies tend to employ
contractors alongside military or civilian trainers. However, unlike
the United States, the allies tend to pursue a longer-term approach
for working with partners, primarily due to their historic cultural and
colonial ties with select countries and regions.

Of the countries considered in this chapter, it appears that the UK
and France each has train, advise, and assist (TAA) models that pro-
vide insights that could inform the U.S. approach to BPC for stability
operations. All three countries view TAA and BPC as ways to favorably
shape and influence the global security environment. That said, the
TAA approaches differ significantly in several key areas: trainer selec-
tion, mode of deployment, training of the trainers, and career implica-
tions for the trainer. We will discuss each in turn.

Selection. The processes in the United States and the UK for
selecting trainers and advisors from the conventional forces do not
appear to be particularly rigorous. Nor are these assignments gener-
ally sought out by officers in these two countries. The French model
ties the selection process to career progression. Advisory duty in the

23 British Ministry of Defence, Defence News, “Sierra Leone Deployment Provides Valu-
able Lessons for Royal Navy Amphibious Task Group.” As of December 2009:
hetp://www.mod.uk/defenceinternet/defencenews/trainingandadventure/sierraleone
deploymentprovidesvaluablelessonsforroyalnavyamphibioustaskgroupvideoaudiopartl.htm
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French army is an expectation for those officers who are competitive
for advancement.

Deployments. France and the UK have similar TAA models—
advisors are embedded with the partner and often wear the host nation
uniform. The United States does not typically embed its advisors,
although this has been the practice in Afghanistan and Iraq. More-
over, France has more of a regional approach to its TAA deployments,
with Africa being the focus. The UK has a global approach, similar to
the United States, but with many fewer deployments.

Training. The U.S. system for preparing trainers and advisors
emphasizes operational and tactical training over “cultural” training,
and what cultural training there is does not address key points, e.g.,
such as “empathy with the advised,” as do the French and British
models. Although the French and UK predeployment training for
advisors lasts only about two weeks, the selection process appears to
do a good job of ensuring that the “right” people are being trained.
In the U.S. system, training for TAA varies from two to six months,
with the selection process not as rigorous, as compared to the UK and
France.

Career Implications. There are no foreign area officer programs
in France and the UK; most of those deployed on TAA missions are
from the general purpose forces and generalists. In the French system,
the TAA mission is part of a deployed battalion’s normal mission. Fur-
thermore, advisory duty is part of the normal career path, and success
on TAA missions is seen as a prerequisite for advancement. This is not
the case in the UK or the United States. In the UK, TAA missions are
encouraged but not necessarily career enhancing. In the United States,
TAA missions have traditionally not been part of mainstream career
paths. Indeed, advisory duty has generally been viewed as detrimental
to advancement—it was what happened to an officer who was not com-
petitive for more important, career-enhancing assignments. Clearly,
the importance of training the military forces of Iraq and Afghanistan
as components of a successful strategy is understood.
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Conclusion

In this chapter the study team argues that, in order to construct a BPC
for stability operations strategy, the U.S. Army must first develop a
comprehensive understanding of the programs and activities designed
to build the capacity of priority U.S. partners to conduct stability oper-
ations. The Army is only one relatively small player in this joint, inter-
agency, and multinational capacity-building enterprise. Thus the Army
must know what other services, U.S. civilian agencies (such as USAID
and the State Department), and major allies (such as France and the
United Kingdom) are doing to build stability operations capacity. With
such visibility, the Army can make efforts to coordinate with these
other organizations or at least not detract from their activities.

In addition, the Army needs to be thoughtful in how it accounts
for security cooperation activities that relate to stability operations.
The U.S. military’s largest repositories of security cooperation events,
the Theater Security Cooperation Management Information Sys-
tems, which are managed by each of the regional COCOM:s, were not
designed to provide aggregate data on particular operational activities.
Therefore, Army analysts who want to establish a baseline understand-
ing of U.S. military resources devoted to BPC for stability operations
should carefully parse the TSCMIS data. They must ensure that they
distinguish between events that are examples of U.S. stability oper-
ations activities and those that are truly related to building partner
capacity. In addition, they must identify the events that focus on sta-
bility operations per se and those that focus on providing training and
equipment that are useful for, but not essential to, stability operations.






CHAPTER FOUR

Assessing BPC for Stability Operations Programs
and Activities

Building on the role, missions, and capabilities synthesis in Chapter
Two and the baseline programmatic analysis in Chapter Three, this
chapter provides a preliminary assessment of a range of BPC for stabil-
ity operations programs. At the heart of this analysis is a six-step assess-
ment approach designed to enable the Army and other DoD agencies
to make more informed decisions about BPC for stability operations
planning, programming, and budgeting. This approach provides a
systematic method to evaluate existing security cooperation program
and activity performance and effectiveness with respect to stability-
related objectives and end states in particular countries. This approach
is described in detail in the first section of this chapter.

To test this assessment approach, we analyzed six BPC for stabil-
ity operations cases. Three of these are examined in this chapter, with
a detailed description of the analyses and findings provided in Appen-
dix D. Recognizing the limitations of a case study methodology that
relies on a small sample set, we focused on prominent BPC for stabil-
ity operations programs representing five different methods or “ways”
of using security cooperation to contribute to the stability operations
goal most relevant to DoD, specifically, “establishing a safe and secure
environment.” These methods included: training, exercises, education,
defense and military contacts, and conferences/workshops.
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lllustrating the Assessment Approach

The six-step approach to assess the effectiveness of a BPC for stability
operations program will help the Army better understand how indi-
vidual programs and specific activities contribute to the achievement of
BPC for stability operations end states. It is depicted in Figure 4.1 and
described in the sections that follow.

Step 1: Select Desired End State and Specific Goals

In the first step in the assessment, the assessor selects a stability opera-
tions end state and disaggregates it into its subordinate goals. We first
considered DoD’s list of six BPC for stability operations major mission
elements (as discussed in Chapter Two and Appendix A) and selected
“establish and maintain a safe and secure environment” as our illustra-
tive end state because it most closely aligns with DoD’s BPC for stability

Figure 4.1
Six-Step Approach to Assess the Effectiveness of BPC for Stability
Operations

‘ Step 1: Select desired end state and specific goals I

-

‘ Step 2: Develop generic input, output, and outcome indicators and external factors I

&

‘ Step 3: Identify focus countries, programs, program aims, and appropriate goals I

&

‘ Step 4: Identify appropriate indicators and external factors I

-

‘ Step 5: Apply assessment framework to select cases I

&

Step 6: Determine overall program/activity contributions to achieve
the desired end state

RAND MG942-4.1
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operations role. Because the end state is so broad and, as such, not
easily measurable, we disaggregated the end state into specific goals
that we determined to be the most appropriate for the Army’s BPC
for stability operations role.! The end state of “safe and secure environ-
ment” comprises 12 goals, of which nine (below, in bold) correspond
most closely to Army missions and are therefore potentially relevant to
the Army’s ability to build partner capacity for stability operations.>

* Develop and enhance capability to conduct peace operations.

* Conduct disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration oper-
ations.

* Develop and sustain armed services and intelligence forces.

* Establish and maintain border and boundary control.

* Establish identification regime.

* Provide interim public order.

 Conduct civilian police operations.

* Provide protective services.

* Protect critical installations and facilities.

* Protect reconstruction and stabilization personnel.

* Coordinate indigenous and international security forces and
intelligence support.

* Enable participation in stability operations-related regional
security arrangements.

We considered Army Title 10 responsibilities, Army functions,
and State Department definitions to make this determination.

1 The Arroyo study team determined that these goals or capabilities were easier to measure

and relatively easy to link to end states such as “internal security” or “freedom from external
threats.” In the absence of U.S. agreed-upon standard measures for internal security or sta-
bility, the Arroyo team chose to rely on the goals laid out by DOS, which have been largely
adopted in the stability operations community.

2 The goal “provide interim public order” could, in some circumstances, be the responsibil-
ity of the Army. But we believe this goal to be more closely associated with a civilian police
function.
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Step 2: Develop Generic Input, Output, and Outcome Indicators and
External Factors

Second, we developed generic input, output, and outcome indicators
that aligned BPC ways (e.g., education, training, exercises, workshops)
with stability operations goals (e.g., “safe and secure environment”).
Inputs measure the resources, such as manpower and money, which
are applied to a particular program or activity. Ouzpuss measure the
direct results of activities. At the most basic level, outputs help to create
a baseline describing the level and type of engagement with a partner
country. An example of an output indicator for training would be the
quantity of forces trained for deployment.

Over time, the outputs produce outcomes, which measure the
longer-term results of activities. An example of an outcome indica-
tor for training would be the number of forces deployed to a specific
operation. The indicators used in the regional/coalition and indigenous
case study analyses below are tailored to the specific cases, and Appen-
dix C includes a complete list of generic input, output, and outcome
indicators.

We also identified external factors that impeded or facilitated the
success of the program/activity in the achievement of the desired end
state. These include process factors, other security ways that contribute
to the end state, and specific country factors.

We selected the output and outcome indicators that best applied
to each of the respective case studies. For example, if a case focuses on
training, and specifically on building indigenous capacity, then appro-
priate output indicators include skills acquired, level of interoperabil-
ity (common standards), and number of soldiers or units trained. An
appropriate outcome indicator would depend on whether or not train-
ing has been institutionalized.

Step 3: Identify Focus Countries, Programs, Program Aims, and
Appropriate Goals

Third, the study team identified focus countries, programs, program
aims, and appropriate stability operations goals for the analysis. To do
this, the team selected six BPC for stability operations case studies: three
regional/coalition cases and three indigenous cases. We labeled a case
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study regional/coalition if it primarily focuses on multilateral capacity-
building efforts, or if the goal of the program is to deploy to regional or
coalition operations. Likewise, we placed a case study in the indigenous
category if it primarily focuses on domestic capacity-building efforts
through bilateral security cooperation ways. We selected the following
countries to serve as the context for our case studies because of the rela-
tive abundance of pertinent data on them: Botswana, Cameroon, Ecua-
dor, El Salvador, India, Jordan, Kenya, Nigeria, Romania, Rwanda, and
Senegal. The programs we chose for our three regional/coalition cases
and three indigenous cases are:

* Regional/coalition cases
— Civil Military Emergency Preparedness (CMEP) program
(examined in this chapter).
— DoD regional center stability operations courses and confer-
ences (examined in this chapter).
— DPeacekeeping operations (PKO) exercises in Latin America.

* Indigenous cases
— African Contingency Operations Training and Assistance
(ACOTA) program (examined in this chapter).
— The Italian Center of Excellence for Stability Police Units
(CoESPU).
— State Partnership Program (SPP) in Latin America.

The six case studies represent an illustrative cross-section of BPC
for stability operations activities. The study team selected case studies
based on the following criteria, not in priority order:

° Security cooperation methods or ways, such as training, exercises,
education, etc.

* Programs the Army controls (i.e., has policy and/or resource over-
sight) and those the Army does not control.

* Training method.

* COCOM area of responsibility.
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Analyzing different security cooperation ways allows for consid-
eration of a broader set of activities than the Army uses in BPC for
stability operations. Consideration of programs the Army controls as
well as the programs it does not control allows for greater visibility into
and assessment of ongoing BPC for stability operations programs. Our
analysis of training in both bilateral and multilateral cases and an illus-
trative case study from at least two COCOMs provides some geopoliti-
cal diversity to our assessment.?

Next, we identified the primary aims of each of the case studies/
programs and then determined which goals from the “safe and secure”
end state were relevant to our case studies. Of the nine goals deemed
appropriate for the Army (as identified above in Step 1), we concluded
that the aims of our six case studies collectively support the four listed
below:

* Develop/enhance capability to conduct peace operations.

* Develop and sustain armed services and intelligence forces.

* Establish and maintain border and boundary control.

* Enable participation in stability operations-related regional secu-
rity arrangements.

This matrix of case study program aims and select “safe and secure”
goals is shown in Table 4.1.

It is quite possible that other programs not reviewed by the study
team address the other objectives. Even if this is not the case, it is cer-
tainly possible that they could be addressed through future Army BPC

for stability operations activities.

Step 4: Identify Appropriate Indicators and External Factors

Fourth, since not all of our generic indicators and external factors were
appropriate for each case study, we selected those that were applicable
within the context of particular focus countries and capacity-building
programs. For example, in some cases, foreign training programs have

3 While not an exhaustive representation of all possible cases, this sample set reflects the
study team’s best effort to identify a reasonable cross-section of typical BPC for stability
operations cases around the world.
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Table 4.1
Stability Operations Goals in Relation to Case Study Aims

Select Goals for the
“Safe and Secure” End State

Participate
Develop in Regional
Conduct | and Sustain | Improve Stability
Peace Armed Border Operations
Case Study Aims Operations | Services Control | Arrangements

ACOTA: increase partner
capacity to conduct peace X X X
support operations

CoESPU: train stability
police unit instructors

SPP: promote regional
stability and civil-military X X X
relationships

CMEP: improve trans-
boundary cooperation on X
emergency preparedness

Regional center: provide
education opportunities to X
BPC for stability operations

PKO: generate additional
peacekeeping units for X X X
U.N. operations

involved partner units that were subsequently employed or deployed in
support of stability operations. But this has not always occurred, and
even when it has, the U.S. government often has not had the capability
to evaluate the operational results of these units’ employment/deploy-
ment. Thus it is not practical in every case to assess training outcomes
in terms of the effectiveness of unit capabilities employed or deployed
for stability operations.

Even more than indicators, external factors can be quite case-
specific. Each partner country is likely to differ somewhat from others
in terms of the security cooperation “package” that it has received from
the United States and other “security exporters.” Furthermore, the
social, political, and economic environment in which U.S. capacity-
building programs operate is different in every partner country. Con-
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sequently, the specific external factors that should be considered when
evaluating the conduct of BPC for stability operations programs can
only be determined within the context of the individual case study.

Step 5: Apply Assessment Framework to Select Cases
Fifth, the study team conducted assessments of each case study to
determine whether the program is producing the desired outputs and
outcomes in the selected countries. We obtained evidence from a vari-
ety of security cooperation sources: unclassified reports, after-action
reviews, program and activity assessments, and programs of instruction
produced by the U.S. Army and other DoD organizations, as well as
focused discussions with key U.S. policy planners and program man-
agers, program and activity executors, and partner country officials.*
For each case study, we first determined the inputs for the specific
activity—specifically the funding and manpower necessary to execute
the activity. Next, we identified the appropriate output and outcome
indicators, and applied the available data about the select activity
against these indicators. Because the end state (in this case, “safe and
secure environment”) is rather broad, it is necessary to focus the analy-
sis on one or more specific goals. Sometimes external factors outside
of U.S. control have to be taken into account in the overall assessment
of how well an activity is meeting the end state. This analysis will be
illustrated in greater detail in the three case studies later in this chapter.

Step 6: Determine Overall Program/Activity Contributions to
Achieve the Desired End State

Sixth, the study team assessed how successful each program/activity was
at achieving the desired end state—a safe and secure environment—as
well as each of the four specific objectives identified in Step 1. This was
accomplished by first summarizing the data we collected on program
inputs, outputs, and outcomes and then accounting for factors that may
have impinged on program results but were outside the U.S. military’s
control. We then subjectively balanced these internal and external fac-

4 In three of the cases, we spoke with partners. These include CMEP, ACOTA, and the
regional centers.



Assessing BPC for Stability Operations Programs and Activities 81

tors and arrived at a tentative conclusion regarding overall program suc-
cess in our focus countries at the time that our research was conducted.
‘These conclusions cannot be more definitive because of the limited data
available to us and the prolonged gestation period for some of these
programs. In addition, the ultimate success or failure of these programs
will likely result from the interaction of a number of factors, only some
of which can be predicted or affected by U.S. officials.

The next section of this chapter focuses on the application of the
assessment framework, or Step 5 of the above approach.

Applying the Assessment Framework: BPC for Stability
Operations Case Studies

This section describes three of the six BPC for stability operations case
studies that we conducted. First, we will examine the Civil-Military
Emergency Preparedness Program and the regional centers (specifically
the George C. Marshall Center), both examples of regional/coalition
capacity cases, and then we will detail the Africa Contingency Opera-
tions Training Assistance Program, which is an example of an indig-
enous capacity case. Within each case study, a general description of
each case is presented, followed by a discussion of each of the four
components that are integral to the assessment that is conducted in
Step 5 of the six-step approach: inputs, outputs, outcomes, and external
factors. A detailed description of the analyses and findings for each of
these three cases is provided in Appendix D.

Civil-Military Emergency Preparedness Program

Case Study Overview. The main aim of the U.S. Army’s Inter-
national CMEP is to encourage transboundary cooperation on emer-
gency preparedness among countries that participate in NATO’s
Partnership for Peace program through joint disaster preparedness
exercises. CMEP is overseen by the OSD/Partnership Strategy office
and the HQDA G-35 office, and implemented by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. CMEP contributes to the end state of “safe and secure
environment” by conducting exercises. The study team conducted
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research on CMEP table top exercises (TTXs) through a review of
relevant strategy documents, briefings, and focused discussions with
U.S. and partner officials. Additionally, the study team participated in
a week-long CMEP TTX, ALBATROSS 2007, in Batumi, Georgia in
February 2007. The team focused its assessment on Romania, a long-
standing CMEP member.

Inputs. Typical input indicators used for the regional/coalition
cases include money and manpower. In particular, CMEP is funded
by the Warsaw Initiative Fund, overseen by OSD/Partnership Strategy.
The CMEP budget has steadily decreased, from $3.1 million in 2005,
to $2.3 million in 2006, to $1.2 million in 2007. The average cost of a
CMEP TTX is $350,000—-$400,000.

Manpower requirements for regional/coalition case studies tend
to vary greatly, with CMEP events requiring only about ten U.S. ofh-
cials, on average, while a typical PKO exercise may include about 200—
500 U.S. and partner participants. In contrast, DoD regional center
stability operations courses tend to include one to two main instructors
and a small number of supporting adjunct staff.

Outputs. As with the indigenous cases, regional/coalition output
indicators focus on frequency- and quantity-related issues. For some
cases, this means quantity of exercises or events held each year, or
whether the partner sent the appropriate number of individuals at
the right level of experience and sufficient quantity to take part in the
event. An additional output indicator applied to CMEP exercises con-
siders whether operational or technical problems were identified.

Regarding quantity of exercises held, CMEP typically facilitates
one major multinational TTX per year in a partner nation, on a rotat-
ing basis. With CMEDP, the capabilities exercised are dependent upon
the interests of the host nation. For example, Romania chose to test its
new civil defense structure and exercised existing geographic informa-

tion system capabilities at the TOMIS TTX in 2005.

5 For our analysis, the team spoke with representatives from the Romanian Ministry of
General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations in the Ministry of Interior who have long
participated in CMEP events.
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The regional/coalition cases generally attract the appropriate
number and type of representatives from the partner countries. In fact,
some of the same officers and officials tend to return year after year to
CMEDP exercises.®

Outcomes. Outcome indicators for the regional/coalition cases
focused more on follow-on types of occurrences, such as whether
common operational and technical problems were resolved, whether
common standards were adopted, if capabilities had been deployed,
and if relations built in the earlier phases of a BPC effort were being
maintained through some other venue.

Especially regarding exercises, it is important to note if the opera-
tional and technical problems identified during a specific exercise event
were resolved. For example, following CMEP exercises, Romania devel-
oped a U.S.-influenced perspective of civil-military and transbound-
ary cooperation for disaster preparedness and response. The Roma-
nian Ministry of General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations then
sought and obtained a loan from the United Nations to enhance its
emergency management capabilities (i.e., training its forces) to improve
earthquake response capabilities. During the 2005 TOMIS exercise,
Romania tested the response capabilities of its new response plan, and
this system was apparently used in response to an outbreak of bird flu
the following year. During the 2007 Batumi TTX, Romania proposed
that an independent source be invited to assess the civil emergency pre-
paredness systems of all CMEP countries.”

External Factors. It is worth noting two points about CMEP
external factors. First, additional security cooperation ways have helped
CMEP to succeed in Southeast Europe, in particular. Mutually sup-
porting regional initiatives such as Stability Pact, NATO’s Euro-Atlantic
Disaster Response Coordination Centre and Civil Emergency Planning
Directorate, and the Black Sea Initiative all enable CMEP success.

6 CMEP data based on discussions with CMEP program managers and discussions with
partner officials during a CMEP TTX.

7 This assessment has since occurred, albeit with fewer countries than anticipated. Phase
I is a vulnerability and needs assessment; Phase 2 is an implementation plan for upgrading
systems.



84 Developing an Army Strategy for BPC for Stability Operations

Second, in terms of specific country factors, Romania is suffering
from poor economic conditions including low gross domestic product
and high national debt. Although Romania remains an enthusiastic
CMEDP partner, economic conditions are an inhibitor to implementing
its robust reform agenda.

CMEP and Romania. In this scenario, we considered how well
CMEDP, as conducted in Romania, contributes to the objective of “par-
ticipate in regional stability operations arrangements” through educa-
tion and exercises.

As shown in Table 4.2, although CMEP struggles with limited
inputs, program manager collaboration with other regional initia-
tives has partially offset this limitation. The result is a greater ability
to achieve its aims, as demonstrated by Romania’s positive output and
outcome results.

DoD Regional Centers Stability Operations Courses and Conferences

Case Study Overview. The Department of Defense operates five
regional centers that aim to provide educational courses designed to
build partner countries’ capacity to contribute to stability operations. We
considered how each approaches stability operations within its courses,
conferences, and other outreach activities. The centers contribute to

Table 4.2
Summary of CMEP in Romania Relative to Indicators and External Factors

Inputs e Steady budget has been cut
e Limited manpower available

Outputs e Exercised new civil defense structure and geographic
information system capabilities

e Identified operational and technical problems

Outcomes e Obtained a U.N. loan to enhance transboundary
emergency preparedness capabilities

e Tested capabilities during CMEP TTXs

External factors e Cooperation with other regional initiatives enhanced
CMEP’s ability to achieve its aims
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the end state of “safe and secure environment” through the methods
(ways) of education and conferences in the respective regions.

Four of the centers have stability-related courses: the George
C. Marshall Center in Garmisch, Germany; the Asia-Pacific Center
for Strategic Studies in Honolulu, Hawaii; the Near East South Asia
Center for Strategic Studies, which is part of the National Defense Uni-
versity (NDU) at Fort McNair in Washington, D.C.; and the Center
for Hemispheric Defense Studies, also part of NDU at Fort McNair.
The fifth school, the Africa Center for Strategic Studies, in NDU at
Fort McNair, does not offer stability operations courses, but focuses
instead on general leadership programs.

For our analysis, the study team focused on the George C. Mar-
shall Center and Romania. The Marshall Center’s mission is to create a
more stable security environment by

* Advancing democratic defense institutions and relationships.

* Promoting active, peaceful engagement.

 Enhancing enduring partnerships among the nations of America,
Europe, and Eurasia.®

We conducted our analysis through a detailed review of the pro-
grams of instruction as well as focused discussions with course leaders
and other academic and administrative staff at the Marshall Center.
We focused our analysis on Romania in terms of its participation in
stability operations-related courses and conferences offered by the Mar-
shall Center.?

Inputs. The DoD regional centers receive their resources from
the OSD Warsaw Initiative Fund (Marshall Center only), the Coun-
terterrorism Fellowship Program, and operations and maintenance
resources. Some centers have recently received increases in funding
(e.g., Near East South Asia Center, Africa Center, and the Center for

8 From the Marshall Center’s Mission Statement, available on its web site:
http://www.marshallcenter.org/mcpublicweb/en/nav-mc-about-mission.html

9 We spoke with Romanian officials who have participated in Marshall Center conferences
(vice courses).


http://www.marshallcenter.org/mcpublicweb/en/nav-mc-about-mission.html
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Hemispheric Defense Studies), while the larger centers (the Marshall
Center and the Asia-Pacific Center) have seen their budgets slightly
cut. It is worth noting that none of the centers have received additional
resources for stability operations-related courses. As with CMEP, the
regional center resources are monitored by OSD.

For manpower, the regional center stability operations courses
tend to include one or two main instructors and a small number of
supporting adjunct staff.

Outputs. The Marshall Center offers students a host of different
elective courses, of which students can select three subjects to study
during their time in the program. One of those courses is entitled
“Program for Peace Support and Stability Operations.” This elective
three-week course commenced in 2004 and is taught three times per
year. The course consists of four thematic modules featuring presenta-
tions by expert U.S. and international civilian, military, and govern-
ment practitioners. Each module is followed by small group seminars,
in which participants debate and exchange ideas on the issues present-
ed.! In addition, several case studies, exercises, and an extended field
trip serve to reinforce the topics discussed.!

In our examination of Romanian attendance at the Marshall
Center, we learned that representatives from the ministries of Defense,
Interior, and Foreign Affairs regularly attend Marshall Center courses
every year.

Based on our observations during six separate Marshall Center
conferences held in Croatia, Germany, Macedonia, Bulgaria, Lithu-
ania, and Montenegro in 2005-2007, as well as discussions with
Marshall Center and partner country representatives, Romania sends
appropriate representatives to events in relatively large numbers, and
occasionally funds the travel of its participants. Attendance varies
according to topic, but in general, government officials and NGOs
from a variety of sectors regularly attend these conferences. Romania

10 Module I: General Peacekeeping; Module II: Security and Stability; Module III: Transi-
tion and Reconstruction; Module I'V: Capacity Building.

1" Discussions with course leaders, February and May 2007, Garmisch, Germany.
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also provided five key speakers to Marshall Center conferences from
2005 to 2007.

Outcomes. In terms of maintaining relations and creating oppor-
tunities for follow-on arrangements, the activities of regional cen-
ters are worth highlighting. The Marshall Center maintains a robust
alumni network, and Romania has one of the most dynamic alumni
programs among all partners. This is evidenced by Romania’s ability
to both organize and fund conferences on key strategic issues, as well
as to stay firmly connected to the Marshall Center. For example, the
Romanian alumni program organized a high-level conference in Octo-
ber 2006 on energy security, which the president of Romania and other
high-level officials attended.

External Factors. Of the three types of external factors (i.e., pro-
cess factors, other security cooperation ways, and country factors)
that could either hinder or facilitate the success of BPC efforts, a few
points are worth noting. First, on process factors, the regional centers
could greatly benefit from increased coordination on stability opera-
tions-related courses, conferences, and outreach events. Currently, each
center runs its own independent courses with little interaction among
the various course leaders on the subject. It is the study team’s assess-
ment that they may be missing opportunities to collaborate and share
best practices among the centers.

The Marshall Center and Romania. As with the CMEP scenario,
we considered how well the Marshall Center contributes to the objec-
tive of “participate in regional stability operations arrangements” for
Romania.

As shown in Table 4.3, the Marshall Center seems to be achieving
its aim in Romania, although the results are not very ta